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§ 09.20.050 C o d e o f C ivil P r o c e d u r e § 09.20.050

Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 
486 P.2d 891 (1971).

Common-Iaw vicinage.—See Alva­
rado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 
I File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891 (1971).

Vicinage in the historical sense is 
no longer a formal requirement. A l­
varado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 
(File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891 (1971).

The Alaska Constitution contains 
no formal provision for a jury of the 
vicinage. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. 
Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 
891 (1971). -

The source of prospective jurors 
need not, in all instances, include resi­
dents of the place in which the crime 
was allegedly committed, for it is 
conceivable that the source of pros­
pective jurors may exclude the scene 
of the alleged offense, yet st i l l rea­
sonably represent a cross section of 
the community which includes the 
scene of the offense. Thus, several 
decisions imply that selection of 
prospective jurors from a restricted 
area within a judicial district, even 
if the scene of the crime is omitted 
from that area, will be acceptable if 
there is no indication that the popula­
tion of the restricted area differs sig­
nificantly from the population of en­
tire district. Alvarado v. State, Sup. 
Ct. Op. No. 704 (Tile No. 1230), 486 
P 2d KOI (1971).

The traditional starting point for 
determining the community from 
» hirh jurors are to be selected is the 
scene of the alleged offense. Alvarado 
v State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 I File 
No. 1230), 486 P.2d 801 (1971).

The legislature, has designated 
Alaska*? four judi< I districts as 
outer community boundaries for the 
purpose of selecting prosprcti'e ju­
ror*. Mvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. 
No. 704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 
801 (1971).

Judicial districts arc not neces­
sarily the only acceptable rommu- 
ritie* for thr purpose of jury selec­
tion. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. 
No. 704 (File No. 1230), 496 P.2d 891 
(1971).

The practice of selecting jurors 
from more limited areas within 
Alaska judicial districts has been up­
held. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. 
No. 704 (File No. 1230), 496 P2d 891 
(1971).

It is thr community in which the

crime * a* committed that the jury 
must represent. Alvarado v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 
486 P.2d 891 (1971).

The area surrounding the location 
of the crime may be excluded from 
the source of selection when it ap­
pears that an unbiased ju ry could not 
be drawn therefrom. Alvarado v. 
State,'Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 
1230),*486 P.2d 891 (1971).

Selecting jurors for cases arising 
within urban centers. — For cases 
arising from crimes allegedly com­
mitted within the various urban 
centers of Alaska, the maintenance of 
geographical limits currently in force 
will be acceptable; provided, of 
course, that selection within the 
given areas is not itse lf discrimina- 
torily conducted. Alvarado v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 
486 P.2d 891 (1971).

And for cases arising outside ur­
ban and non-nathe centers.—As for 
cases arising outside the urban and 
predominately non-Nalive centers of 
Alaska, two acceptable and feasible 
alternatives may be employed in se­
lecting jurors. First, jurors may be 
selected from among residents of the 
entire judicial district in which the 
crime is alleged to have occurred. A 
second alternative, one which is per­
haps at the same time more desirable 
and more workable than the first, 
would be selection of jurors irom the 
senate election district in which the 
crirr.s is alleged to have occurred. 
Either of .hese alternatives would be 
calculated to pro luce ju ry panels sat­
isfying the constitutional requirement 
of impartiality. Alvarado v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 
486 IV'Jd 891 (1971).

All differences among indiv iduala 
need not be recognized. - A ll differ­
ences among individuals, or every 
conceivable group, in the community 
need not be recognized for the pur­
pose of representation on juriea. A l­
varado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 
(File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891 (1971).

Thr exclusion of all daily wage 
earners la inconsistent with the no­
tion of a jury representing a cross 
section of thg community. Alvarado 
v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (Fils 
No. 1230), 486 P 2d 891 (1971).

Systematic exclusion of women 
effectively negates the possibility of a 
jury representing n fa ir cross section

35

66



§ 09 .^0  960 A l a s k a  St a t u t e s § 09.20 070

of the community. Alvarado v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230), 
486 P.2d 891 (1971).

Selection oi grand and petit juror*. 
—The provisions of this section and 
§{; 60 and 70 of this chapter permit 
each district to determine for itself 
questions pertaining to the selection 
of grand and petit jurors. Crawford 
v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 312 (File 
No. 637), 408 P.2d 1002 (1965).

Jury selection procedures designed 
to insulate process from biases of 
officials.—Alaska's random and public 
jury selection procedures are de­
signed to insulate the selection pro­
cess from the personal interests and 
biases of governmental officials. Toll­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 1612), 506 P 2d 679 (1973).

Mere claim of benefit did not sug­

gest officials biased.—The mere claim 
that officials conducting proceedings 
for selecting jurors which con-posed a 
condemnation trial pane) stood to 
benefit from the construction of * 
new courthouse in no way suggested 
that those officials harbored any per­
sonal interest or bias against earners 
whose lots were to be condemned for 
the construction. Tallman v. Statv, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 (File No. U-12), 
50C P.2d 679 (1973).

Presumption that official duty has 
been regularly performed.—See Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 1612), 506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Stated in Irwin v. Radio Corp. of 
America, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 421 (File 
No. 744), 430 P.2d 159 (1967).

CJ.S. refeience -50 C.J.S. Juries 
§ 157.

Sec. 09.20.060. Us e of jury box. T h e  clerk of the jourt shall 

write the n a m e s  included in the list on separate pieces of paper or 

prepare metal, plastic, or other types of pieces to correspond to 

numb ers  on the jury list. A s  directed by the court, he shall de­

posit the n a m e d  or num be re d pieces in the jury box in a n u m b e r  

and m a n n e r  to assure a fair and impartial drawing of the jury 

punel. T h e  jury box and the n a m e d  or n um be re d pieces m a y  be 

examined by the parties or by an attorney authorized to practice 

law in the state within limitations and under conditions prescribed 

by the court. (§ 2.06 ch 101 S L A  1962)

C ions reference.—See Civ. R. 47,
Jury selection procedure* designed 

to insulate process from biases of of­
ficials. Alaska's random and public 
jury selection pr« .-dures ure de­
signed to insulate the selection pro- 
cesi- from the personal interests and 
biases of governmental officials. Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op No. 862 
(File No. 1612), 506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Mere claim of benefit did not sug­
gest officials biased.—The mere claim 
that officials conducting proceedings 
for selecting jurors which composed a 
condimnation trial panel stood to 
ben-fit from the construction of a 
n»w courthouse in no way suggested

Sec. 09.20.070. Public drawing for jurors for panel. U n d e r  the 

direction of the court the clerk shall conduct the public drawing 

of jurors for the panel by shaking the box to mix the n u m e d  or 

nu mb e r e d  pieces. T h e  clerk shall then d r a w  as m a n y  n a m e s  or 

numb ers  as are ordered by the cojrt to fill the jury panel. If the 

n a m e  or n u m b e r  of a person is d r a w n  from the box and the per­

son is deceased, unqualified, disqualified, or the person's ntten-

that thosi- official* harbored any per­
sonal interest or bias against owner* 
whose lots were to be condemned for 
the construction. Tallman v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 662 (File No. 1612), 
506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Presumption (hat official duty ha* 
been regularly performed.—See Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 1612). 506 P 2d 679 (1973).

Staled in Irwin v. Radio Corp. of 
Amrricn, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 421 (Fil* 
No. 714), 430 P.2d 159 (1967).

Cited in Green v. State, Sup. Ct. 
Op. No. 592 (Fil* No. 1177), 462 P.2d 
994 (1969).
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§ 09.20.080 C o d e o f  C ivil P r o c e d u r e § 09.20.080

dance cannot be obtained within a reasonable time or m a y  involve 

a large and unnecessary expense, and the fact appears to the sat­

isfaction of the court through the use of questionnaires or other­

wise, the court m a y  reject the n a m e  of that person and direct that 

the n a m e  or n u m b e r  of another be d r a w n  in his place. (§ 2.07 ch 

101 S L A  1962)

Cross reference.—See Civ. R. 47. 
Constitutionality. — This section is 

not violative of Alaska Const., art. 
I, § 11. West v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. 
No. 319 (File No. 572), 409 P.2d 847 
(1966).

Names of persons for the jury 
panel are randomly selected from 
the ju ry list by the court clerk at a 
public drawing. Tallman v. State, 
Sup. Ct. Op No. 862 (File No. 1612), 
506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Summoning jurors from less than 
entire judicial district is discretion­
ary .—The question of how the su­
perior court is to make the decision 
as to whether jurors should be sum­
moned from less than the entire ju ­
dicial district is for the court to de­
termine in its discretion. Crawford v 
State. Sup. Ct Op No 312 (File No 
637). 408 P 2d 1002 (1965)

The legislature has given lo the 
superior court the power to deter 
mine whether jurors should be sum 
monvd from less than the entire ju­
dicial district. Crawford v. State. 
Sup Ct. Od N o  312 (File- No. 637). 
408 P 2d 1002 (1965)

And expense is stand.'H which 
guides court, —The standard which 
guides the court in making a deter­
mination as to whethri jurors should 
be summoned from less than thr en­
tire judicial district is whether a 
large and unnccessaty expen; e is in­
volved in obtaining jurors from all 
parti of the district Crawfurd v 
Slate. Sup Ct Op No 312 I File No 
6371. 408 P 2d 1002 I 19651

Selecting only jurors residing with­
in 30 miles of tria l site held proper 

Sae West v. State, Sup Ct. Op No. 
319 (File No. 572). 409 P 2d 847 
(1966).

A grand jury selected from the 
city of Anchorage and an area with 
in a 15-mile radius of the city is a 
jury which satisfies proper standards 
of lury selection Cmwrford v. State. 
Sup Ct Op No 312 (File No 637). 
408 P 2d 1002 (1965).

The policy of calling jurors only 
from an area within a 1.6-mile radius 
of the'city of Anchorage dues not re­
sult in the exclusion from jury ser­
vice of any particular and defined 
stratum of society so as to detract 
from the broad base that the jury 
system is designed to have Crawford 
v State. Sup Ct. Op. No 312 (File 
No 637). 408 P 2d 1002 (1965).

It ia not equirrd that there be 
equal representation on juries of 
every economic social relipious. ra­
cial. political and geographical group 
of the entire judicial district in order 
to maintain the broad base that the 
jury system is lesigned lo have. 
Crawford v State Slip Ct. Op No 
312 I File No 6371 408 P 2d 1002
11966)

Jury selection procedures designed 
to i"«ulate process from biases of of­
ficials.—Alaska’s random and public 
jury selection procedure* are de- 
rigned to insu.ate the selection pro­
ves* from the personal interests and 
hinscs of governmental officials. Tall­
man v. Stale. Sun. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 1612). 506 P 2d 679 73).

Mere rlnim of benefit did i * sug­
gest ulficinlN biased.—The mere claim 
that official* conducting proceedings 
for selecting Jurors which composed 
n condemnation trial panel stood to 
benefit from the construction of a 
new courthouse in no way suggested 
that thoxc officials harbored any per­
sonal interest or bias against wners 
whose lots were to he condemned for 
the construction. Tallman v. Slate, 
Sup Ct. Op. No. 862 (File No 1612). 
506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Presumption that official duty has 
hrcn regularly performed,—See Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No 862 
(Flic No 1612), 606 P 2d 679 (1973).

Quoted in Irwin v. Radio Corp. of 
America. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 421 (File 
No. 744). 430 P.2d 1!9 (1967).

Oiled in Oreen v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. 
No. 592 (File No. 1177), 462 P 2d 994 
(1969).

Sec. 09.20.0SO. Jury panel. The ju ry  p:inel for the trial of civil
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§ 09.20.090 A l a s k a  St a t u t e s § 09.20.100

cases consists of at least 24 jurors or m o r e  as determined by the 

court. If at any time the n u m b e r  of iurors on the panel falls be­

low 24 or the regular panel is exhausted, the court shall order 

the clerk to complete the panel or secure additional jurors by d r a w­

ing sufficient n a m e s  from the jury box. (§ 2.08 ch 101 S L A  19t>2)

ficials.—Alaska's random and public 
ju ry selection procedures are de­
signed to insulate the selection pro­
cess from the personal interests and 
biases of governmental officials. Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 16121. 506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Mere claim of benefit did not sug­
gest officials biased.—The mere claim 
that officials conducting proceedings 
for selecting jurors which composed 
a condemnation tria l panel stood to 
benefit from the construction of a 
new courthouse in no way suggested 
that those officials harbored any per­
sonal interest or bias against owners 
whose lots were to be condemned for 
the construction. Tallman v. ."'.ate. 
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 (File No. 1612), 
506 P 2d 679 (1973).

Presumption that official duty lias 
been regularly performed. — See Tall­
man v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 
(File No. 1612), 506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Sec. 09.20.090. I m p e n d i n g  the trial jury. W h e n  a civil case 

which is to be tried by a jury is called for trial, the clerk shall 

d r a w  from the trial jury box containing the n a m e s  of those on 

the jury pane! a n u m b e r  of n a m e s  or number s sufficient to n a m e  

a jury of 12 unless the court directs otherwise. T h e  prospective 

jurors shall be examined, challeng'd, and sworn as provided by 

rules of the supre me  court. (§ 2.09 ch '01 S L A  1962)

CronN reference*.—See Civ. R, 4/. C.. S. reference.—50 C.J.S. Juries
See note to AS 09.20 080. § 192.

Sec. 09.20.100. Verdicts. In a civil case tried by a jury in any 

court, whether of record or not, not less than five-sixths of the 

jury m a y  render a verdict, which is entitled to the legai eirect 

of a u nanimous verdict at c o m m o n  law. Special verdicts need not 

be concurred in by the s a m e  jurors. (§ 2.10 ch 101 S L A  1962)

Cron* reference.—Sep Civ. R. 47. thnn twelve jurymen as applicable
Legislative rommittr* eport. — to action under Federal Employer'*

Cross reference.—See Civ. R. 47.
The law does not require the draw­

ing of 24 names of those on the jury 
panel in impaneling a trial jury, but 
only, as provided by AS 09.20.090, a 
number "sufficient to name a jury of 
12 unless the court directs otherwise." 
Irwin v. Radio Corp. of America. Sup. 
C«. Op. No. 421 (File No. 744), 430 
P.J. 159 (1967).

Waiver of right to challenge suf­
ficiency of jury panel.— Where party 
participated in the selection of the 
jury and said nothing as to the panel 
being insufficient until after the jury 
had been selected and sworn, this con­
stituted a waiver of whatever right 
such party may have had to challenge 
the sufficiency of the jury panel Irwin 
v. Radio Corp. of America, Sup. Ct. 
Op. No. 421 (File No. 744), 430 P.2d 
159 (1h67).

Jury selection procedure* designed 
to insulate process from biases of of-

For legislative rommttt< report on
original bill, see 1959 H e Journal,
pp 614. 90b.

Staled in Khalili v. 1 , American
Petroleum Corp., 49 F.R.D 22 (D. 
Alas. 1969).

ALR and C.J.S. reference*.—State 
su tu te  permitting verdicts by le*»

Liability Act. 12 ALR 713; 36 ALR 
919.

Quotient verdict, 52 ALR 41. 
Verdict as affected by agreement 

in advance among jurors to abide by 
less than unanimous vote, 73 ALR
93.

89 C.J.S. Trial 55 486 487.
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A. OBJECTIVES METHODOLOGY, AND SUMMARY 
OF CONCLUSIONS

The S e t t i n g :

T h e re  w e re  642 j u r y  t r i a l s  in  th e  S ta te  c o u r t s  o f  A la s k a  
i n  1 9 7 6 . T o ta l  c o s t  f o r  p e t i t  j u r o r s  was $ 5 8 7 ,6 0 4 .
T h is  r e p re s e n ts  an  a v e ra g e  c o s t  p e r  j u r y  t r i a l  o f  $915 .
A t  $15 a j u r o r  p e r  d a y ,  t h i s  e q u a te s  t o  61 j u r o r  days  
p e r  t r i a l .  A common n a t io n a l  o b je c t i v e  f o r  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  
i s  t h a t  we s h o u ld  show le s s  th a n  40 j u r o r  d ays  p e r  t r i a l .
I f  we c o u ld  re a c h  t h i s  d e s ir e d  l e v e l ,  we c o u ld  sa ve  o v e r  
$ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0  a y e a r  i n  j u r y  c o s t s .

B u t m in im iz in g  c o s ts  i s  b u t  one a n d , i n  o u r  m in d , th e  
le s s o r  o b je c t i v e .  Those  c i t i z e n s  on j u r y  d u ty  f . re  g u e s ts  
i n  o u r  c o u r th o u s e s  f o r  a s m a l l  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  l i v e s .
The A m e r ic a n , p a r t i c u l a r l y  w e s te rn  A m e r ic a n , t r a d i t i o n  f o r  
h o s p i t a l i t y  d i r e c t s  us t o  t r e a t  th e s e  g u e s ts  w i t h  *  
m inim um  o f  in c o n v e n ie n c e  t o  th e m . I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i t  m ust 
a ls o  be rem em bered t h a t  th e s e  " g u e s ts "  w i l l  v o te  i n  r e ­
t e n t io n  e le c t io n s  and on c a p i t a l  bond  is s u e s ,  and w i l l  
c o n t r ib u t e  t o  th e  o v e r a l l  p u b l i c  im p re s s io n  o f  th e  j u s t i c e  
s y s te m .

l e t ,  o n ly  43 p e r c e n t  o f  A n ch o ra g e  j u r o r s  q u e s t io n e d  f e l t  
t h a t  s c h e d u l in g  o f  t h e i r  t im e  was g o o d ; one in  f i v e  th o u g h t  
i t  p o o r .  The f ig u r e s  f o r  F a irb a n k s  j u r o r s  w e re  q u i t e  
s i m i l a r .  A nd , j u s t  d u r in g  th e  c o u rs e  o f  t h i s  s tu d y ,  we 
have  a nsw ered  i n q u i r i e s  a b o u t o u r  j u r y  s y s te m  fro m  th e  
A n ch o ra g e  T im e s , a TV s t a t i o n  i n  F a ir b a n k s ,  th e  Ombudsman's 
o f f i c e ,  and a d is g r u n t le d  j u r o r  in  K o d ia k .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  
th e  D iv i s io n  o f  L e g is la t i v e  A u d i t  has ch o s e n  t o  c o n d u c t an 
in - d e p th  e v a lu a t io n  o f  j u r y  m anagement i n  A la s k a .  S o m e th in g  
m us t be w ro n g  f o r  us t o  r e c e iv e  so much a t t e n t i o n .  A t  l e a s t  
we s h o u ld  f i n d  o u t  i f  t h a t  i s  s o . Such i s  th e  p u rp o s e  c f  
t h i s  s tu d y .

M e th o d o lo g y :

T h is  r e p o r t  was o r i g i n a l l y  d e s ig n e d  t o  c o v e r  th e  e n t i r e  
s p e c tru m  o f  j u r o r  m anagem ent; f ro m  s e le c t io n  t o  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
t o  u t i l i z a t i o n  t o  p a ym e n t. B u t th e  L e g is la t i v e  A u d i t  s tu d y  
c o u p le d  w i t h  a t e c h n ic a l  a s s is ta n c e  v i s i t  on j u r o r  u t i l i z a ­
t i o n  fro m  B i r d  E n g in e e r in g  i n  V i r g i n i a  ca u se d  us t o  r e v is e  
o u r  o r g a n iz a t io n .  The t u d ie s  o f  th e s e  tw o  g ro u p s  a re  c e n t e r ­
ed on j u r o r  u t i l i z a t i o n .  T h u s , r a t h e r  th a n  g e n e ra te  th r e e  
s e p a ra te  r e p c r t s  on th e  same s u b je c t ,  we d e c id e d  t o  d e la y
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o u r  r e p o r t  on j u r o r  u t i l i z a t i o n  t o  a l a t e r  d a te  and to  
in c lu d e  i n  t h a t  r e p o r t  th e  fu n d in g s  and  re co m m e n d a tio n s  
o f  th e  D iv i s io n  o f  L e g is la t i v e  A u d i t  and B i r d  E n g in e e r in g .
T h is  m akes sense  i n  t h a t  j u r o r  s e le c t io n ,  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  
and p aym e n t a re  a s ta te w id e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o r  s u b je c t  t o  
s ta te w id e  p o l i c y  w h i le  j u r o r  u t i l i z a t i o n  i s  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
o f  th e  i n d i v i d u a l  t r i a l  c o u r t s .

T h is  p a r t  one  r e p o r t  w i l l  th e n  be fo l lo w e d  b y  a p a r t  tw o  
r e p o r t  on j u r o r  u t i l i z a t i o n .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we w i l l  d e v e lo p  
a p a r t  th r e e  r e p o r t  recom m end ing  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t o f  a j u r o r  
in f o r m a t io n  s y s te m . The g e n e s is  f o r  t h i s  t h i r d  r e p o r t  was 
th e  d i f f i c u l t y  we had i n  a c q u i r in g  s ta n d a rd  o r ,  i n  some c a s e s , 
a n y  d a ta  a t  a l l  r e l a t i n g  t o  j u r o r  m anagem ent. I t  i s  p a t e n t l y  
e v id e n t  t h a t  one o f  th e  g r e a t e s t  p ro b le m s  we have  i n  t h i s  
a re a  i s  t h a t  we d o n ' t  know w h a t w e 'r e  d o in g  o r  how we a re  
o r  s h o u ld  be d o ir .g .  The d e v e lo p m e n t o f  a s ta te w id e  j u r o r  
in f o r m a t io n  sy s te m  w i l l  go a lo n g  way t o  im p ro v in g  o u r  p e r ­
fo rm a n c e  i n  t h i s  v i t a l  a re a .

The re m a in d e r  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  o rg a n iz e d  i n t o  th e  f o l l o w in g  
s e c t io n s :

B. The J u r o r  P ro c e s s

C. J u r o r  S e le c t io n

D. J u r o r  Q u a l i f i c a t io n s

E. J u r o r  Paym ent

Summary o f  C o n c lu s io n s :

F o l lo w in g  a re  th e  summary o f  c o n c lu s io n s  and re co m m e n d a tio n s  
fro m  s e c t io n s  C, D, and E.

C. J u r o r  S e le c t io n :

The th r e e  s o u rc e  l i s t s  used  t o  fo rm  o u r  j u r y  m a s te r  
l i s t  c o m p lim e n t e a ch  o th e r  q u i t e  w e l l  and th e  c o n t r i ­
b u t io n  o f  e ach  l i s t  i s  n o t  o v e rb a la n c e d  by th e  d u p l i ­
c a te  names th e y  c o n t r ib u t e .

The th r e e  p e r c e n t  l e v e l  o f  p o s s ib le  d u p l ic a t e  names 
on  th e  l i s t  i s  q u i t e  a c c e p ta b le  and w i l l  be re d u c e d  
even  f u r t h e r  i n  1978.

The use  o f  m ore c u r r e n t  a d d re s s e s  on th e  1977 l i s t  
s h o u ld  d e c r e is e  th e  num ber o f  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  r e tu r n e d  
b y  th e  p o s t  o f f i c e .
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G iv e n  th e  num ber o f  j u r o r s  we use  on  t r i a l s  p e r  y e a r  
and th e  s iz e  o f  o u r  j u r y  m a s te r  l i s t ,  an A la s k a n  
c i t i z e n  can  e x p e c t  t o  s i t  on  a j u r y  once  v e r y  58 y e a r s .

E v id e n c e  does n o t  s u p p o r t  th e  c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  N a t iv e  
A la s k a n s ,  as w e l l  as o th e r  n o n -c a u c a s ia n s ,  a re  n o t  
s u f f i c i e n t l y  r e p re s e n te d  on th e  m a s te r  j u r y  l i s t  th ro u g h  
th e  v o te r s  r e g i s t r a t i o n  s o u rc e  l i s t .

The 1977 j u r y  m a s te r  l i s t  i s  u n d e r re p re s e n te d  i n  th e  
19 t o  24 y e a r  age c a te g o r y  and o v e r re p r e s e n te d  i n  th e  
25 t o  34 y e a r  age c a te g o r y .  We w i l l  c o n d u c t  a s e p a ra te  
a n a ly s is  t o  d e te rm in e  i f  use  o f  th e  D r iv e r s  L ic e n s e  f i l e  
as a n o th e r  s o u rc e  l i s t  w i l l  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  p ro b le m .

T h e re  a p p e a rs  t o  be a s l i g h t  m a le  b ia s  on th e  1977 j u r y  
m a s te r  l i s t .  T h a t  b ia s  seems a c c e p ta b le  and u n c o r r e c ta b le .

L i s t  c o v e ra g e  seems to  be a t  l e a s t  90 p e r c e n t  o f  th e  popu ­
l a t i o n  o v e r  18 y e a rs  o f  a g e .

A s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  th a n  e x p e c te d  o r  d e s ir e d  r a t e  
o f  A n ch o ra g e  and F a irb a n k s  j u r o r s  had s e rv e d  m ore th a n  
o nce  b e fo r e .  To h e lp  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  p ro b le m , we re co m ­
mend t h a t  once  a p e rs o n  has c o m p le te d  j u r y  s e r v ic e ,  he 
o r  she  n o t  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  j u r y  s e r v ic e  f o r  a 
p e r io d  o f  f i v e  y e a r s . T h is  w i l l  in c re a s e  th e  num ber o f  
p e o p le  s e r v in g  t o t a l l y ,  and d e c re a s e  th e  num bers w i t h  
m u l t i p l e  s e r v ic e .

O v e r a l l ,  th e  d a ta  fro m  t h i s  s tu d y ,  co m b ined  w i t h  s i m i l a r  
d a ta  fro m  o th e r  s t a te s  and th e  o b s e r v a t io n s  o f  M r. Thomas 
M unste rm an  fro m  B i r d  E n g in e e r in g ,  le d  us t o  th e  c o n c lu ­
s io n  t h a t  o u r  m u l t i p le  l i s t  j u r y  s e le c t io n  p ro c e s s  i s  
among th e  b e s t  i n  th e  c o u n t r y .

J u r o r  Q u a l i f i c a t io n s :

The u n d e l iv e r a b le  r a t e s  f o r  j u r o r  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  a re  
40 and 52 p e r c e n t  f o r  A n ch o ra g e  and F a irb a n k s  re s p e c ­
t i v e l y .  The use o f  c e r t i f i e d  m a i l  f o r  th o s e  q u e s t io n ­
n a i r e s  r e tu r n e d  b y  th e  p o s t  o f f i c e  w o u ld  d e c re a s e  th e s e  
u n d e l iv e r a b le  r a t e s ,  b u t  a t  to o  g r e a t  a c o r 1; t o  th e  
c o u r t  s y s te m . H o w eve r, we do recommend t h a t  a l l  q u e s ­
t io n n a i r e s  r e tu r n e d  by th e  p o s t  o f f i c e  be com pared  to  
th e  c i t y  phone d i r e c t o r y  a n d , when an e x a c t  name m a tch  
i s  fo u n d ,  th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  be s e n t  t o  th e  n e v  a d d re s s . 
T h is  w i l l  d e c re a s e  th e  u n d e l lv e r a b le  r a te s  f o r  A n ch o rag e  
and F a irb a n k s  t o  35 and *5  p e r c e n t  r e s p e c t i v e ly ;  w i t h  
an in v e s tm e n t  o f  e ig h t  h o u rs  p e r  j u r y  c l e r k  p e r  m o n th .
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The new lo w e r  u n d e l i v e r a b le ' r a t e s  o f  35 and 45 p e r c e n t  
a re  r e la t e d  t o  th e  t r a n s ie n t  n a tu r e  o f  A la s k a 's  u rb a n  
p o p u la t io n .  These  r a t e s  c a n n o t be f u r t h e r  lo w e re d  on 
a c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  b a s is .

The p r o fe s s io n a l  e x e m p tio n s  t o  j u r y  s e r v ic e  l i s t e d  i n  
AS 0 9 .2 0 .3 0  show v e r y  l i t t l e  v a l i d i t y .  T h e re fo re #  we 
recom nend a l l  e x e m p tio n s  be d e le t e d . Those now exem pted  
w o u ld  s t i l l  h ave  th e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  a p p ly  f o r  an e x c u s a l 
o r  d e f e r r a l  o f  s e r v ic e .  A d o p t io n  o f  t h i s  recom m enda ton  
w o u ld  p la c e  us i n  l i n e  w i t h  n a t io n a l  t r e n d s  t o  e l im in a t e  
o r  re d u c e  e x e m p tio n s  fro m  j u r y  s e r v ic e .

A n ch o ra g e  d i s q u a l i f i e s  j u r o r s  who a re  m i l i t a r y  o r  m i l i t a r y  
sp ou se s  u n le s s  th e y  a re  A n ch o ra g e  r e s id e n ts  o r  own p r o ­
p e r t y  i n  th e  S ta te .  F a irb a n k s  c o n s id e r s  a l l  m i l i t a r y  
and m i l i t a r y  sp ou se s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  j u r y  d u ty .  We recommend 
t h a t  th e  F a irb a n k s  p o l i c y  be a d o p te d  s t a te w id e .

O ur 30 day j u r y  s e r v ic e  p e r io d  i s  among th e  h ig h e s t  in  
th e  n a t io n ;  t h i s  le a d s  t o  h ig h e r  e x c u s a l r a t e s .  We 
recommend an e x p e r im e n t  w h e re in  th e  te rm  o f  j u r y  s e r v ic e  
in  A n ch o ra g e  i s  d e c re a s e d  t o  tw o  w e e k s . T h is  can  be done 
w i t h i n  th e  p r o v is io n s  o f  th e  c u r r e n t  s t a t u t e  and m ethods 
o f  j u r y  s e le c t io n .  T h is  t e s t  s h o u ld  ru n  a t  l e a s t  s i x  
m on ths w i t h  a p o s t  e v a lu a t io n  c o n c e n t r a t in g  on changes 
in  e x c u s a l r a te s  and j u r o r  a t t i t u d e s .

We recommend t h a t  c u r r e n t  l e n ie n t  j u r o r  d e f e r r a l  o f  s e r ­
v ic e  be c o n t in u e d  w i t h  n e c e s s a ry  c o n t r o ls  a g a in s t  abuse 
e s ta b l is h e d  b y  th e  a u to m a te d  s y s te m . T h is  re co m m e n d a tio n  
i s  c r i t i c a l  t o  t h a t  o f  e l im in a t in g e x e m p t io n  fro m  ju r y  
d u ty .

The A n ch o ra g e  j u r o r  e x c u s a l r a t e  i s  tw ic e  t h a t  o f  F a i r ­
ban ks  . We recommend a som ewhat s t r i c t e r  e x c u s a l p o l i c y  
In  A n ch o ra g e  to  be im p le m e n te d  in  c o n ju n c t io n  w i t h  th e
tw o  week s e r v ic e  t e s t .

A p e r s o n 's  im p re s s io n  o f  j u r y  s e r v ic e  (and  th u s  o f  th e  
j u d i c i a l  p ro c e s s )  in c re a s e s  v e r y  f a v o r a b ly  once  he o r  she 
s i t s  on a j u r y  f o r  th e  f i r s t  t im e .  T h is  im p re s s io n  in c re a s e s  
o n ly  s l i g h t l y  t h e r e a f t e r  on s u b s e q u e n t s i t t i n g s .  We recom ­
mend t h a t  th e  p e r io d  o f  j u r o r  s e r v ic e  be c o n s id e re d  com­
p le t e  o nce  th e  j u r o r  has s a t  on one t r i a l . T h is  w i l l  
d e c re a s e  th e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  any p e rs o n  s e le c te d  n o t  
h a v in g  s a t  on a t r i a l ;  i t  w i l l  a ls o  in c re a s e  th e  num bers 
o f  p e rs o n s  s e le c te d  f o r  j u r y  s e r v ic e  s e r v in g  on one t r i a l ,  
and th u s  b eco m ing  f a v o r a b ly  im p re s s e d  w i t h  j u r y  s e r v ic e .  
F i n a l l y ,  i t  w i l l  d e c re a s e  th e  t im e  in c o n v e n ie n c e s  o f  
e x te . is iv e  j u r y  d u t y ,  th u s  re d u c in g  r e lu c ta n c e  s e rv e .
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Im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  th e  above  re co m m e n d a tio n s  c o u p le d  
w i t h  th e  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  o u r  r e v is e d  a u to m a te d  
sys te m s  w i l l  in c re a s e  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  y i e l d  r a te s  fro m  
26 p e r c e n t  t o  a b o u t 67 p e r c e n t  i n  A n ch o ra g e  and fro m  
32 p e r c e n t  t o  a b o u t 52 p e r c e n t  i n  F a ir b a n k s .  T h is  w o u ld  
b r in g  o u r  y i e l d  r a te s  i n  l i n e  w i t h  n a t io n a l  e x p e c ta t io n s  
and w o u ld  save  a p p ro x im a te ly  $ 2 ,0 0 0  a y e a r  i n  q u e s t io n n a i r e  
c o s t s .

J u r y  P ay:

L o s in g  money w h i le  s e r v in g  a3 a j u r o r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d e c re a s e s  a p e r s o n s 1 f a v o r a b le  im p re s s io n  o f  j u r y  s e r v ic e  
(and  p o s s ib ly  o f  th e  j u s t i c e  sy s te m  as w e l l ) .

M a s s a c h u s e tts  has im p le m e n te d  an in c r e m e n ta l  paym ent 
p la n  w h e re b y  th e  j u r o r  r e c e iv e s  n o th in g  f o r  th e  f i r s t  
t h r e e  d a ys  o f  s e r v ic e ,  th e n  $40 a day  t h e r e a f t e r .  T h is  
p la n  i s  b e in g  t e s te d  i n  C a m b rid g e .

O f th e  p o s s ib le  in c r e m e n ta l  paym ent p la n s  we c o u ld  
im p le m e n t i r  A la s k a ,  we p r e f e r  $10 a day f o r  th e  f i r s t  
tw o  d a y s , th e n  $45 a d a y  t h e r e a f t e r .  T h is  i s  a m ore 
l i b e r a l  p la n  th a n  t h a t  o f  M a s s a c h u e tts ;  y e *  we w o u ld  
s t i l l  save  $ 3 1 ,0 0 0  a y e a r  i f  i t  w ere  im p le m e n te d .

We recommend t h a t  we o b f je rv e  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  M assa­
c h u s e t t s  t e s t  a n d , based  upon i t s  r e s u l t s ,  c o n s id e r  
som etim e  in  1978 th e  a d o p t io n  o f  an in c re m e n ta l paym ent 
p la n  su ch  as th e  one m e n tio n e d  a b o ve .

In  a l l  lo c a t io n s  b u t  J u n e a u , we p r e s e n t ly  d i s t r i b u t e  
w a r r a n ts  to  S ta te  e m p lo ye e s  f o r  j u r y  s e r v ic e .  They 
th e n  r e t u r n  them  t o  th e  E x e c u t iv e  b ra n c h  in  Ju n e a u .
B e s id e s  th e  e x t r a  p ro c e s s in g  in v o lv e d ,  t h i s  ca uses  a 
$ 3 6 ,0 0 0  i n f l a t i o n  i n  o u r  b u d g e t f o r  j u r y  c o s ts .  We 
recommend s ta te w id e  a d o p t io n  o f  th e  Ju ne au  p o l i c y  w h e reb y  
S ta te  e m p loyee s  w o u ld  n o t  be p a id  f o r  j u r y  s e r v ic e  u n le s s  
th e r e  a re  s p e c ia l  c ir c u m s ta n c e s  ( e . g . ,  le a v e  ta k e n  f o r  
j u r y  s e r v i c e ) .
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B. T H E  J U R O R  P R O C E S S

The p ro c e s s  o f  j u r o r  s e le c t io n  i s  c o m p r is e d  o f  th e  f o l l o w in g  
e le m e n ts :

A n n u a l c r e a t io n  o f  th e  M a s te r  J u r o r  F i l e ;

p e r io d ic  s e le c t io n  o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  ju r o r 3 ;  and

q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r s .

We s h a l l  b r i e f l y  d e s c r ib e  how each  o f  th e s e  e le m e n ts  i s  h a n d le d  
in  A la s k a .

A n n u a l C r e a t io n  o f  th e  M a s te r  J u r o r  F i l e :

B e fo re  M arch  15 o f  each  c a le n d a r  y e a . ,  th e  V o te rs  
R e g is t r a t io n ,  H u n te r  and T ra p p e rs ,  and S ta te  Revenue 
l i s t s  ( a l l  r e s id in g  on m a g n e t ic  ta p e )  a re  m erged i n t o  
a g ro s s  l i s t  o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r s  f o r  A la s k a  C o u r ts .
Any one p e rs o n  may have  had h is  o r  h e r  name on tw o  o r  
a l l  t h r e e  l i s t s .  In d e e d , i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  h is  o r  
h e r  name may o c c u r  m ore th a n  once  on th e  V o te rs  l i s t .  
T h e r e fo r e ,  th e  g ro s s  l i s t  o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r s  m ust 
be m a tc h e d , one name a g a in s t  a n o th e r ,  t o  e l im in a te  
d u p l ic a t e  e n t r i e s .  The l o g i c  f o r  e l im in a t i n g  d u p l i ­
c a te  names i s  d e s c r ib e d  i n  A p p e n d ix  A .

U s in g  a c o m p u te r iz e d  r a n d o m iz a t io n  te c h n iq u e  (see  
A p p e n d ix  B ) , th e  r e s u l t i n g  l i s t  i s  a s s ig n e d  a random  
s e le c t io n  num ber f o r  e ach  e n t r y  ( p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r )  
on th e  l i s t  and th e  l i s t  i s  s o r te d  i n  random  s e le c t io n  
num ber se q u e n ce . S u b s e q u e n t ly ,  th e n ,  i f  a c o u r t  re q u e s ts  
a th o u s a n d  j u r o r s ,  th e  n e x t  th o u s a n d  on th e  l i s t  f o r  
t h a t  lo c a t io n  can  e a s i l y  be s e le c te d .  P r i o r  ra n d o m iz a ­
t i o n  r a t h e r  th a n  ra n d o m iz a t io n  a t  t im e  o f  s e le c t io n  o f f e r s  
th e  f o l lo w in g  a d v a n ta g e s :

d a ta  p ro c e s s in g  i s  m ore e f f i c i e n t  s in c e  o n ly  
a s m a ll  p o r t io n  o f  th e  l i s t  need be s c a n n e d . 
R a n d o m iz a tio n  a t  t im e  o f  s e le c t io n  r e q u i r e s  
a d d re s s in g  th e  e n t i r e  ra n g e  o f  th e  l i s t  each  
t im e  a j u r o r  l i s t i n g  i s  r e q u i r e d .

I n  ca se  o f  c o m p u te r f a i l u r e  o r  em ergency 
s e le c t io n  t im e  fra m e s  n o t  am enab le  t o  c o m p u te r 
p r o c e s s in g ,  a s e le c t io n  o f  th e  num ber o f  j u r o r s  
needed can  be done m a n u a lly  w i t h o u t  v i o l a t i n g  
s t a t u t o r y  re q u ire m e n ts  o f  ra n do m n e ss .
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The j u r y  m a s te r  f i l e  i s  now c o m p le te .  I t  i s  th e n  
t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  c o m p u te r o u tp u t  m ic r o f i lm  (COM) ta p e  
and c o n v e r te d  t o  m ic r o f ic h e .  The m ic r o f ic h e  v e n i r e  
l i s t s  a re  th e n  s e n t  to  e ach  j u d i c i a l  d i s t r i c t  as 
r e q u i r e d  b y  s t a t u t e .  M ic r o f ic h e  re a d e rs  a re  a v a i l ­
a b le  a t  th e s e  lo c a t io n s  t o  a l lo w  th e  p u b l i c  o r  c o u r t  
p e r s o n n e l e a sy  v ie w in g  o f  th e  v e n i r e  l i s t .  A s t a t e ­
w id e  m a s te r  v e n i r e  l i s t  ( a ls o  on m ic r o f ic h e )  i s  
m a in ta in e d  b y  T e c h n ic a l  O p e ra t io n s  i n  A n c h o ra g e .

A l l  o f  th e  c o m p u te r p ro c e s s in g  i s  done on th e  IBM 
3 7 0 /1 3 5  c o m p u te r  lo c a te d  a t  th e  S ta te  D iv i s io n  o f  
D a ta  P ro c e s s in g  f a c i l i t y  on T u d o r Road i n  A n c h o ra g e .

P e r io d ic  S e le c t io n  o f  P r o s p e c t iv e  J u r o r s ;

The f re q u e n c y  o f  j u r o r  s e le c t io n  v a r ie s  s ta te w id e  
d e p e n d in g  upon th e  vo lu m e  o f  t r i a l s .  I n  A n ch o ra g e  
and F a ir b a n k s ,  vo lum e  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  r e q u i r e  
m o n th ly  s e le c t io n .  I n  K e tc h ik a n  and J u n e a u , s e le c ­
t i o n  c o v e rs  a th r e e  m on th  p e r io d .  I n  some lo c a t io n s ,  
one s e le c t io n  may be made f o r  th e  e n t i r e  y e a r  o r  
when a t r i a l  o c c u rs .  The h e te rg e n e o u s  n a tu r e  in  
A la s k a ,  and th u s  o f  A la s k a 's  c o u r t s ,  r e q u i r e s  t h i s  
ty p e  o f  f l e x i b i l i t y .

W h a te v e r th e  fre q u e n c y  may b e , th e  p ro c e s s  i s  
e s s e n t i a l l y  th e  same. The c o u r t  sends a r e q u e s t  
f o r  a j u r y  t o  T e c h n ic a l  O p e ra t io n s  i n  A n c h o ra g e .
The re q u e s t  i s  e d i t e d ,  th e n  s e n t  t c  *.he D iv i s io n  o f  
D a ta  P ro c e s s in g  w he re  i t  i s  ke yp u n cn e d  a n d , a lo n g  
w i t h  th e  J u r y  M a s te r  f i l e ,  in p u t  t o  th e  IBM 3 7 0 /1 3 5  
c o m p u te r .  The r e q u i s i t e  num ber o f  j u r o r s  i s  th e n  
s e le c te d .  O u tp u t  fro m  th e  c o m p u te r in c lu d e s :

a l i s t  o f  s e le c te d  j u r o r s  f o r  c o u r t  u s e ;

j u r o r  la b e ls  f o r  c o u r t  m a i l in g s ,  p a r k in g  
a u t h o r i z a t io n ,  and o th e r  u s e s ; and

f o r  th e  h ig h e r  vo lum e  c o u r t s ,  re a d y  t o  m a i l  
j u r o r  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  f o r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
p u rp o s e s . F o r lo w e r  vo lu m e  c o u r t s ,  q u e s t io n ­
n a i r e s  a re  s t u f f e d  i n t o  e n v e lo p e s  a t  th e  c o u r t  
l o c a t i o n ,  a j u r y  la b e l  i s  a f f i x e d  t o  th e  
e n v e lo p e ,  and th e  e n v e lo p e  i s  m a ile d  to  th e  
p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r .  F o r  th e  A n ch o ra g e  T r i a l  
C o u r ts  o n ly ,  a summons and in f o r m a t io n  s h e e t 
i s  in c lu d e d  w i t h  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  T h is  w i l l  
be d is c u s s e d  i n  m ore d e r a i l  b e lo w .
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Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  P r o s p e c t iv e  J u r o r s :

The q u a l i f i c a t i o n  p ro c e s s  in v o lv e s  th e  s e p a ra te  s te p s  o f  
q u e s t io n n a i r e  p r e q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  is s u e  o f  summons t o  
th o s e  j u r o r s  q u a l i f i e d ,  and c a l l i n g  th e  summoned j u r o r s  
t o  th e  j u r y  a s s e m b ly  room  f o r  s e r v ic e .  I n  A n c h o ra g e , we 
w i l l  co m b in e  th e  f i r s t  tw o  s te p s  i n t o  one and e v a lu a te  
w h e th e r  th e  y i e l d  o f  j u r o r s  fro m  o u r  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  
in c r e a s e s .  E x p e r ie n c e s  fro m  o th e r  c o u r t s  th r o u g h o u t  th e  
c o u n t r y  i n d ic a t e  t h a t  o u r  y i e l d  s h o u ld  im p ro v e .  The 
in c lu s io n  o f  th e  summons i n  w i t h  th e  r e a d y - t o - m a i l  
q u e s t io n n a ir e s  w i l l  a ls o  sa ve  th e  t im e  s p e n t  i n  s t u f f i n g  
th e  summons i n  e n v e lo p e s .  I f  th e  A n ch o ra g e  e x p e r im e n t 
i s  s u c c e s s fu l ,  we w i l l  expand  th e  one s e r v ic e  c o n c e p t 
t o  o th e r  c o u r t s .

B u t p r e s e n t ly ,  and f o r  a l l  c o u r t s  b u t  A n ch o ra g e  u n d e r 
th e  r e v is e d  a u to m a te d  s y s te m , th e  c o m p le te d  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
q u e s t io n n a i r e s  a re  s e n t  o u t  t o  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r s  and a re  
r e tu r n e d  t o  th e  j u r y  c l e r k  o f  th e  c o u r t  c o n c e rn e d . I f  an 
e x c u s a l i s  r e q u e s te d ,  th e  p r e s id in g  ju d g e  d e c id e s  w h e th e r  
o r  n o t  t o  g r a n t  th e  e x c u s a l.  The a u t h o r i t y  t o  g r a n t  
e x c u s a ls  i s  d e le g a te d  t o t a l l y  o r  i n  p a r t  i n  many lo c a t io n s  
t o  j u r y  c le r k s .  I f  t h e r e  i s  no r e q u e s t  f o r  e x c u s a l o r  
su ch  a r e q u e s t  i s  d e n ie d ,  th e  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r  i s  added 
t o  th e  q u a l i f i e d  j u r y  f i l e .

I n  th e  h ig h e r  vo lu m e  lo c a t io n s ,  b e fo r e  a d d in g  th e  j u r o r  
t o  th e  q u a l i f i e d  j u r o r  f i l e ,  x e ro x  c o p ie s  o f  q u e s t io n n a . r e  
d a ta  a r c  made and s e n t  e v e n t u a l ly  t o  th e  p l a i n t i f f  and 
d e fe n s e  c o u n s e ls  t o  a s s i s t  them  i n  t h e i r  i n t e r r o g a t io n  
o f  p r o s p e c t iv e  w itn e s s  a t  v o i r  d i r e .

I f  an e x c u s a l i s  g r a n te d ,  a l e t t e r  o r  p h o n e c a ll  n o t i f i e s  
th e  p r o s p e c t iv e  j u r o r  o f  h is  r e le a s e  fro m  o r  d e f e r r a l  o f  
s e r v ic e .  Summons a re  m a n u a lly  p re p a re d ,  c o m p u te r p ro d u c e d  
la b e ls  a re  a f f i x e d  t o  th e  e n v e lo p e s ,  and th e  a d d re s s e d  
summons a re  m a ile d  fro m  th e  c o u r t .

'Jnde r th e  r e v is e d  a u to m a te d  s y s te m , i f  an e x c u s a l i s  
g r a n te d ,  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  j u r o r  and h is  e x c u s a l 
code  w i l l  be e n te r e d  v ia  CRT t e r m in a l  t o  th e  IBM 3 7 0 /1 3 5 . 
T h is  c o m p u te r w i l l  th e n  p r i n t  e x c u s a l v e r i f i c a t i o n  n o t ic e s  
w h ic h  w i l l  be m a ile d  t o  th o s e  r e s p e c t i v e  j u r o r s  g ra n te d  
e x c u s a ls  o r  d e f e r r a l s .  In  A n c h o ra g e , th e  summons w i l l  be 
in c lu d e d  i n  th e  o r i g i n a l  q u e s t io n n a i r e  s e n t  t o  p r o s p e c t iv e  
j u r o r s .  H ow eve r, a b o u t te n  d a ys  b e fo r e  j u r o r  s e r v ic e  
b e g in s ,  a re m in d e r  w i l l  be s e n t  t o  a l l  i n i t i a l l y  s e le c te d  
j u r o r s  n o t  e x c u s e d .
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I n  o th e r  c o u r t s  u s in g  th e  r e v is e d  a u to m a te d  s y s te m , a t  a 
p o in t  i n  t im e  one t o  tw o  w eeks b e fo r e  s c h e d u le d  s e r v ic e ,  
th e  IBM 3 7 0 /1 3 5  w i l l  p r i n t  summons f o r  a l l  j u r o r s  n o t  
e xcu se d  (o r  w h e re  an e x c u s a l code  has n o t  been  e n te re d  
t o  th e  c o m p u te r ) .

F i n a l l y ,  th e  j u r o r  i s  c a l le d  f o r  s e r v ic e  w h e n e 'e r  a t r i a l  
i s  s c h e d u le d . I n  A n ch o ra g e  and F a ir b a n k s ,  a c o d e -a -p h o n e  
sy s te m  a l lo w s  th e  j u r y  c l e r k  t o  p re re c o r d  a m essage th e  day  
b e fo r e  i n d i c a t i n g  w h ic h  j u r o r s  o r  p a n e ls  o f  j u r o r s  w i l l  be 
r e q u i r e d  th e  n e x t  d a y . J u r o r s  phone th e  g iv e n  num ber t o  
f i n d  : u t  i f  th e y  m u s t a p p e a r th e  n e x t  d a y  and o n ly  a p p e a r 
when i n s t r u c t e d .

F ig u r e s  one and tw o  g r a p h ic a l l y  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  j u r o r  s e le c t io n  
and q u a l i f i c a t i o n  p ro c e s s  i n  A la s k a  u n d e r o u r  r e v is e d  a u to ­
m ated  s y s te m .
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C. JUROR SELECTION

Our evaluation of juror selection includes the following topics: 

Single versus Multiple Listf 

Composition of the Master Jury List 

Effectiveness of Eliminating Duplicates 

Addresses

Demographic Composition of the Master Jury List 

List Coverage 

Randomness of Selection 

Summary

Single Versus Multiple L i s t s :

Alaska is one of a select number of states to use 
multiple rather than single juror source lists. The 
advantages of using multiple lists are (1) the re­
sulting combined list contains more names and thus 
provides better coverage, (2) the combined list may 
represent a better cross section of the population 
than any single list, and (3) use of the typical single 
list (voters registration) may be a disincentive for 
persons to be on that list - a person may choose not to 
vote because it would make he or her eligible for jury 
service.

The disadvantage cf using multiple lists is that any 
one person may be on more than one list. Removing 
duplicates can be a tricky and time consuming process. 
If duplicates are not adequately removed, then the 
person concerned has a higher probability of being 
selected for jury service than persons with only one 
entry on the list. Let us keep these advantages and 
disadvantages in mind as we quantatively explore the 
jury master list.

The three source lists combined contained almost
500,000 names in 1977 (Table C - l ) .



Table C-l

Source List Size

List 1976 1977 % Increase

Voters 168,137 204,048 21.3
Fish & Game 116,860 133,334 14.1
Income Tax (Rev.) 121,026 160,793 32.9

Total 406,023 498,175 22.7

The income tax list was a third larger for 1977. Total 
size for all three lists increased 23 percent from 1976.

Table C-2 shows the number of names on each list that were 
unique (not also found on another l i s t ) .

Table C-2 
Unique Names

List 1976 1977 % Change

Voters 100,712 85,075 -15.5
Fish & Game 53,921 43,788 - 2.1
Income Tax (Rev.) 43,214 48,549 +12.4

Total 197,847 177,412 -10.3

The total number of uniquo names decreased from 1976.
That is to say, a large number of names found only on 
one list in 1976 found their way on at least a second 
list in 1977. Another way to look at this is that the 
1977 list contained a greater ratio of duplicates than 
the .1976 list.

In evaluating the advisability of using multiple versus 
single source list, it is helpful to compute a nationally 
used statistic called List Effectiveness which is computed 
as follows:

List = Number of Unique Names
Effectiveness Total Source List Size

Table C-3 shows 1977 list effectiveness.
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Table C-3

Source List Effectiveness

List List Size
# Unique 
Names Effectiveness

Voters 204,048 85,075 41.7
Fish & Game 133,334 43,788 32 8
Income Tax 160,793 48,549 30.2

Total 498,175 177,412 35.6

Note that total effectiveness is 36 percent with the 
effectiveness of each single list quite close to total 
effectiveness. This shows that the three listings 
compliment each other. Had, for example, the effectiveness 
of the three lists be 90%, 10% and 20% respectively, this 
would have shown that the lists did not complement each 
other —  that additions of the last two lists was not 
efficient.

Therefore, the above data shows that the three source lists 
compliment each other quite well and that the use of the 
three lists - ather than any one alone is j u s t i f i e d .

Although not germane to our study, the data from Table C-3 
can also be viewed as follows:

85.000 Alaskans who voted did not purchase a fish an 
game license nor file an incomi tax return.

44.000 Alaskans purchased a fish and game license but 
did not vote nor file an income tax return.

48.000 Alaskans filed an income tax return but did 
not vote nor purchase a fish and game license.

Composition of the Master Jury L i 3 t :

Table C4 shows the rate of duplicates eliminated from 
the source lists to produce the venire list.

Table C-4 
Duplicates Eliminated

Percent
1976 1977 Increase

Original List Size 406,023 498,175 22.7
Duplicates Eliminated 116,113 181,248 56.1
Net List Size 289,910 316,927 9.3
% Duplicates 28.6 36.4 7.8
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The number of duplicates eliminated increased 56 percent over 
1976. The net list size increased nine percent. This d e m o n s­
trates that an increase in the size of all three source 
lists may not be accompanied by an associated increase 
in the size of the jury master list. We may but be 
adding duplicates which then have to be removed.

The final composition of the jury master list by source is 
shown in Table C-5.

Table 0 5  
Composition of Master Jury List

List

1976
% of 

No. Total

1977
% of 

No. Total

Voters (V) 100,712 34.7 85,075 26.8
Revenue (R) 42,214 14.9 48,549 15.3
Fish & Game (F) 53,921 18.6 43,788 13.8
V  + F 14,251 4.9 28,271 8.9

• V  + R 29,124 10.1 49,969 15.8
F + R 24,638 8.5 20,542 6.5
V + F + R 24,050 8.3 40,733 12.9

Total 289,910 100.0 316,927 100.0

Unique names on the voters list provided the largest source 
of 'ames. The fish and game list unique names provided less 
thai. 14 percent of the names on the jury master list.l

An interesting sidelight to the data in the table is that 
only 49,969 Alaskans both registered to vote and paid income 
tax in the 1977 list. This represents less than 25 percent 
of all registered voters.
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Figure C-l 
Interrelationship of Source Lists

As stated above, the larger the number of duplicates to be 
eliminated, the more diffcult is the tash of building the 
master jury file. In addition, the greater are the chances 
duplicates will not be detected and persons will be entered 
more than once on the jury list. One must compare the 
coverage contribution of any one list with its associated 
disadvantage of introducing duplicates. Table C-6 shows this 
relationship.

Table C-6
List Contributions versus Duplicates

% Decrease % Decrease
File in size of in number of
Eliminated Master Wheel Duplicates

Voters 26.8 24.7
Revenue 15.3 22.3
Fish & Game 13.8 15.4
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If we eliminated the voteru list from consideration, 
the resulting master jury lie. would be 27 percent 
smaller and we would decrease our duplicate problems 
by 25 percent. We would trade 27 percent coverage for 
25 percent less duplicates. If we eliminate the fish 
and game file, we would eliminate only 15 percent of 
our duplicates.

The above data indicates that the contribution of each 
list is not overbalanced by the duplicate names they 
contribute. " "

E ffectiveness of Eliminating D u p l i c a t e s :

As seen by the preceding tables, a large number of 
duplicate names are eliminated from source lists before 
the jury master list is produced. We must assess how 
effective this duplicate removing process is; in other 
words, how many duplicates still romain.

We selected 13 letters from the alphabet, extracted ten to 
twenty consecutive pages from the venire list for last 
names beginning with these letters, and manually reviewed 
these names for apparent duplicates. We found the following 
classes of apparent duplicates.

A  birth date on one record with two digits different. 
For example:

Record A 

Record B

Two digits of 
Foi Example:

Record A 

Record B

On discussing these two types of duplicates with the 
Division of Data Processing, we discovered that program 
logic (See Appendix A) will detect these types of 
duplicates on comparing records from separate lists, 
but not in comparing records from the same list. The 
programs will be changed to catch these types of duplicates 
for the 1978 jury master list.

Name Birthdatc- Address

Jones, J. 9/7/39 520 Tyee

Jones, Judy 9/7/41 520 Tyee

a social security number transposed.

Name SSN Address

Marks, M. 552-48-2726 4455 Juneau

Marks, Mel 552-48-2762 4455 Juneau

18



Matching fields missing. For example:

Birth
Name Date Address SSN

Record James J 12/30/36 4852 Newcastle 

Record B James Joe 4852 Newcastle 563-49-3827

It must be stressed that this type of occurrence is only a 
suspected duplicate. There may indeed be a father and son 
or another relative combination with the same first initial 
living at that address.

Others to include different first name (e.g., Jim 
versus James), and addresses from different cities.

Table C-7 summarizes the duplicates found.

Table C-7 
List Duplicates

Letter
Number 
of Names

Duplicates Percent
Dupli­
cates

Birth
Date SSN

Match
Missing Other Total

A 190 1 T 4 2 6 4.2
C 190 1 2 3 0 6 3.2
D 380 1 1 5 2 9 2.4
F 190 0 1 4 0 5 2.6
H 190 0 3 3 0 6 3.2
J 380 0 5 10 0 15 4.0
L 228 2 0 4 1 7 3.1
N 190 1 0 5 0 6 3.2
P 190 0 3 3 1 7 3.7
R 380 2 0 7 0 9 2.4
S 190 2 0 4 1 7 3.7
T 190 0 4 4 1 9 4.7
W 190 2 1 4 0 7 3.7

Total 3078* 12 21 60 8 101 3.3*
♦Approximately one percent of tHe jury master list.

The largest category of duplicates was for matching fields 
not being on the record. It muBt again be stressed that 
these are only possible duplicates - they may be unique 
entries. Thus the duplication rate can be better described 
as being between 1.3 to 3.3 percent.
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Virtually all of the match-missing duplicates are 
created by the lack of a social security number on one 
of the files. The duplicate rate is certainly 
acceptable and programming changes will probably 
decrease this rate to two p e r c e n t .

A d d r e s s e s ; Addresses for names on the three source 
lists have not always been current. This has resulted 
in a great many questionnaires being returned from the 
post office or being delayed in the mail. This year we 
utilized the more current addresses in the Driver's 
License and Traffic Citation systems. Table C8 shows 
the result of this new address source.

Table C-8 
Address Changes

List
Number 
on List

Number with
Address
Change*

Percent
Address
Cl.ange

Voters (V) 85,075 17,474 20.5
Revenue (R) 48,549 7,527 15.5
Fish & Game (F) 43,788 5.747 13.1
V  + F 28,271 4,829 17.1
V + R 49,969 9,833 19.7
F + R 20,542 3,162 15.4
V  + F + R 40,733 5,824 14.3

Total 316,927 54,296 17.2
*From Traffic and Drivers' License System.

T h u s , 17 percent of the resulting addresses on the jury 
master file were updated to a more current a d d r e s s .
This should decrease the number of questionnaires 
returned by the post o f f i c e .

Demographic Composition of the Master Jury L i s t s :

One of the primary objectives of the jury master list is
that, as much as is feasible, it should be demographically 
representative of the population. By demographically 
representative, we mean that the list distributions by 
race, age and sex should match as close as possible the 
actual population distributions. We will attempt to
assess if that is so. Ir. performing this assessment, we
are faced with the following problems.

None of the three source lists contain race data; 
Therefore, we cannot quantitatively assess race 
distributions.
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The Revenue list does not provide a sex code or birth 
date; therefore, we can only look at age and sex 
distributions for the portion of the jury master list 
fed by the Voters and Fish and Game files. This repre­
sents 85 percent of the tctal list.

The only data with which we can compare the list 
distributions is that of the 1970 census. We suspect 
that major population changes may have occurred in 
this state during the past seven years; thus 1970 
data can be considered suspect.

Although the above seem to be major problems, we shall see 
that the following data can still lead us to some important 
conclusions. Before we do this, however, let us discuss 
race coverage on the jury master list, even though no race 
data is available.

There has appeared no statistical evidence to support the 
conclusion that list coverage is unequal among races - that 
there is one or more race groups that have a significantly 
lower proportion of their population represented on the jury 
master list. But some have suggested that a larger proportion 
of Native Alaskans may not vote, may not have an income large 
enough to file State income tax, and do not need to purchase 
a fish and game license.

If this hypothesis is true, there would still seem to be no 
legal problem. Review of literature and court ruling should 
leave one to see that, by using these three lists, we have 
not systematically excluded any ethnic group. Members of all 
ethnic group always hava the opportunity to vote. However, 
our objectives are operational as well as legal. We desire 
that our venire list represent maximum coverage of the 
population and be as demographically representative as 
possible.

Members of a low income Native Alaskan family could logically 
be assumed to disproportionately not file State income tax forms 
and therefore not be included on the Revenue file. Such 
families in the Yukon and selective other rural areas would 
not have to purchase subsistence fishing licenses and would 
therefore uot be included on the fish and game file. The 
only remaining avenue for their inclusion on the master jury 
file would be via the voters registration list.

Table C-9 shows the number of voters registered as compared 
to 1975 population estimates for 27 of the 29 census districts 
throughout the State. Two of the census districts were 
ommitted because of difficulties in converting election d i s­
tricts to census districts. Those locations marked with an
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asterisk had a 1970 population with less than 50 percent 
Caucasians. If we compare these census districts with the 
other Caucasian preponderant census districts, we arrive at 
Table C-10.

Table C-9 
Census to Voters

1975 
Estimated 

Population (1)

1974 
Registered 
Voters (2)

Percent
Registered

Voters

A leutian Islands 7,086 2,482 35.0
Anchorage 177,817 88,036 49.5
Angoon 481 334 69.4
*Bethel 8,576 3,613 42.1
♦Bristol Bay Borough 1,914 524 27.4
♦Bristol Bay Division 3,847 2,545 66.2
Coraova-McCarthy 2,003 1,073 53.5
Fairbanks 55,517 34,155 61.5
Haires 2,069 887 42.9
June au 17,714 13,007 73.4
fr'ir.ai Peninsula Borough 15,621 9,993 64.0
Ketchikan 11,311 7,894 69.8

♦Kobuk 4,548 2,258 49.7
Kodiak 8,801 4,798 54.5

♦Kuskokwim 2,721 1,067 39.2
Matanuska-Susitna 12,462 7,169 57.5

♦Nome 6,660 3,740 56.2
♦Outer Ketchikan 1,764 797 45.2
Prince of Wales 2,502 1,055 42.3
Seward 3,149 1,493 47.4
Sitka 6,595 2,815 42.7
Skagway-Yakutat 2,732 1,331 48.7
Southeast Fairbanks 5,894 2,209 37.5
Valdez-Chitina-Whittier 9,639 5,689 59.0

♦Wade Hampton 4,284 2,969 69.3
Wrangell-Petersburg 5,270 3,064 58.1
Yukon-Koyukok 8,423 3,783 44.9

Total 389,400 208,780 53.6
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Table C-10 
Census to Voters 

by Percent Caucasian Category

Census Division 1975 1974 Percent
with Caucasian Estimated Registered Registered

Population Population Voters Vo t e r 3

Less than 50% 32,400 16,989 52.4
50% or more 357,000 191,791 53.7

Total 389,400 208,780 53.6

I t  i s  a p p a r e n t  f r o m  t h i s  t a b l e  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  d o e s  n o t  
r e f l e c t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  v o t i n g  p a t t e r n s  
b e t w e e n  t h e  C a u c a s i a n  d o m i n a t e d  a n d  n o n - e a u c a s i a n  
d o m i n a t e d  c e n s u s  d i v i s i o n s .  r.  » d i f f e r e n c e  s h o w n  i s  
n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  e v i d e n c e  
d o e s  n o t  s u p p o r t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  N a t i v e  A l a s k a n s  
a s  w e l l  a s  o t h e r  n o n - c a u c a s i a n s  a r e  n o t ~ i u f f i c i e n t l y  
r e p r e s e n t e d  o n  t h e  m a s t e r  j u r y  l i s t  t h r o u g h  t h e  v o t e r ' s  
r e g i s t r a t i o n  s o u r c e  l i s t .

Tables C-li and C-12 show age distributions statistics for 
males and females.

Table C-ll 
Female Age Distribution Statics

Location
Average Age Median Age

1977
List

1970
Census

1077
List

197 0 
Census

Anchorage 34.2 36.6 34.1 34.3

Fairbanks 36.7 35.1 33.2 32.3

Juneau 39.0 40.8 35.3 39.1

Rest of State 39.3 39.5 35.6 37.1

Total 37.8 37.6 34.4 35.0
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Table C-12 
Male Age Distribution Statistics

Location
Average Age Median Age

1977
List

1970
Census

1977
List

1970
Census

Anchorage 37.2 35.8 34.3 33.8

Fairbanks 36.8 32.8 33.6 25.4

Juneau 38.8 41.5 35.4 39.0

Rest of State 37.9 36.6 34.7 33.8

All But Fairbanks 38.1 37.4 34.9 34.6

Appendix C Contains devailed age distribution from which the 
above statistics were computed. For females on the jury 
master list, the average and median ages for the 1977 Jury 
Master list are quite close to those of the 1970 census in 
all categories. The one possible exception would be median 
ages for Juneau. But there is no consistent pattern of 
deviation; thus there appears to be no systematic deficiency 
of the list for females.

For the males, the average and median ages the 1977 list in 
Fairbanks is significantly higher than for the 1970 census; 
the opposite is true for Juneau. But again, there is no 
consistent trend. However, a closer look at the data in 
Appendix C does indicate a consistent tendency as shown in 
Tables C-l? and C-14.

Table C-13 
Percentage of Females 

in Selected Age Cateogrles

Location
19 to 24 25 to 34

1977
List

1970
Census

1977
List

1970
Census

Anchorage 17.5 20.9 35.6 31.2

Fairbanks 19.1 27.0 37.1 31.6

Juneau 16.0 14.3 33.5 26.7

Rest of State 16.2 17.2 31.5 28.4

Total 17.4 20.1 34.5 30.0
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Table C-14 
Percentage of Males 

in Selected Age Categories

Location
19 to 24 25 to 34

1977
List

1970
Census

1977
List

1970
Census

Anchorage 17.9 23.5 34.7 28.1

Fairbanks 18.0 39.2 37.3 25.8

Juneau 16.0 12.0 33.2 26.5

Rest of State 15.6 24.3 31.5 26.7

Total 17.1 26.1 34.0 27.1

With the exception of Juneau, all locations had a lessor 
percentage of 19 to 24 year olds on the 1977 list than on 
the 1970 census. For all locations, there was a higher 
percentage of 25 to 34 year olds on the 1977 Jury Master 
list. A  closer look at the Juneau data reveals that the 
higher percentage of 25 to 34 year olds is accompanied by 
a reduction of those 55 and over, rather than those 19 to 
24 as shown for other locations. This isolated Juneau 
phenomenon suggest a population departure from the 1970 
census rather than demographic problems with the Jury Master 
list.

So it seems evident that the 1977 Jury Master list is under­
represented in the 19 to 24 age category and overrepresented 
in the 25 to 34 aqp ■ at e g o r y . This is not surprising since 
this is a common problem for jury lists throughout the 
country. Indeed, this underrepresentation of young people 
is the primary stimulus to using multiple lists. In our case, 
since we already use multiple lists, our only solution to this 
problem is to seek yet another list which will have a younger 
age distribution than our three current source lists. We will 
conduct a separate analysis to evaluate the feasibility of 
using the Drivers License list as an additional source l i s t .

Finally, Table C-15 compares the percentage of males on the 
1977 jury master listing as compared to the 1970 census.
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Table C-15 
Percent Males

Location
1977
List

1970
Census

Anchorage 56.4 53.2

Fairbanks 61.5 60.5

Juneau 54.2 50.1

Rest of State 59.4 58.6

Total 58.2 56.9

Unless the population since 1970 has become more male 
dominated in all loca ions of the State (and this seems 
inituitively u n l i k e l y ) , then there appears to be a 
slight male bias to the 1977~Jury Master l i s t . This 
bias is probably introduced by the preponderance of 
males on the Fish and Game source list. The Drivers 
list would not appear to correct this bias and elimin­
ation of the Fish and Game list would eliminate the 
source list with the youngest age distribution, thus 
aggravating our age problem. Therefore, the male bias 
is small and uncorrectable. As we shall see in the 
next section, this bias is countered by the excusal 
process.

List Coverage;

One of the objectives of a master jury list is to 
include as many eligible citizens as possible so as to 
give the maximum number of persons the opportunity to 
serve as a juror. Broad coverage also decreases the 
chance of any one person serving so often as to impose 
an unfair hardship. A standard objective is that the 
list cover at least 90 percent of the eligible popula­
tion. A problem with this criteria is that, between 
census years, it is difficult to estimate population 
t o t a l s .

Table C - l 6 shows estimated list coverage. Estimated 
eligible population was computed by multiplying the 
1975 estimated population by the percent of the 1970 
population 19 years or older.
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Table C-16

List Coverage

Location
1975
Estimated
Population

% 1970 
Population 
Over 17

Estimated
Eligible
Population

List
Size

Percent
Coverage

Anchorage 177,817 60.3 106.692 137,455 128.8
Fairbanks 55,517 64.7 35,919 52,918 147.3
Juneau 17,714 60.9 10,787 16,281 150.9
Rest of State 153,586 58.2 89,387 107,563 120.3

Total 404,634 60.0 242,785 314,287 129.5

Even should we deduct the three percent duplications in the 
list and adjust for population increase from 1975 to 1977, 
the coverage would still be over 100 percent. This suggests 
two things.

There is no evidence chat list coverage does not 
exceed the 90 percent g o a l .

The 1975 population estimates are understated, 
particularly for Fairbanks and Juneau.

As an aside to the purposes of this study, it would seem 
logical for population estimators to use our venire list 
as a primary source for their estimates. By deducting an 
allowance for duplicates, adjusting for the suggested 
biases towards males and against the 19 to 34 year age 
group, workable estimates could be derived.

Randomness of S e l e c t i o n :

Our final task is to determine if random selection of 
names from our jury master list does provide for equal 
probability of service for each person whose name is on 
the list.

Table C-17 shows the total number of jurors expected to be 
used in Alaska juries during 1977 (assuming a 10 percent 
increase in jury trials from 1976).
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Table C-17 
Expected 1977 Jurors 

in Jury Box

Type Court Type
Case

Estimated 
Number of 
Jury Trial

Number 
of Jurors 
Per Trial

Total
Jurors
Required

Superior Felony 130 13* 1,690
Civil 53 12 636

District Misdemeanor 492 6 2,952
Civil 17 6 102

Total N/A 692 7.8** 5,380

12 jurors plus one alternate 
Weighted average.

Since we have 314,287 names on our source list, then we will 
use 1.7 percent of our Jury Master list in the jury box 
in 1977. Stated in another way, any person on the Jury 
master list can be expected to serve on a jury once every 
58 years. For Anchorage and Fairbanks specifically, persons 
in those areas could expect to sit in a jury box once every 
54 and 39 years respectively as shown in Table C-18.

Table C-18 
Anchorage and Fairbanks 

Probabilities of Sitting on a Jury

1977 1977 Probability

Expected
Duration
Between

Location Jury List Jurors of Selection Selections
Size Required* (3) - (2) (2) - (3)

Anchorage 137,455 2,560 0. "*19 53.7
Fairbanks 52,918 3,354 0.026 39.1

*1976 trials plus 10 percent increase.

Using data from the juror exit questionnaires, we computed 
the average ages of the jurors responding to be 39.4 and 38.1 
for Anchorage and Fairbanks respectively. It is interesting 
to note that Table C-12 shows the average ages of the jury 
master lxsts to be 37.2 for Anchorage and 36.8 for Fairbanks. 
Those jurors remaining after the excusal process have an 
average age greater them those on the master list. We will 
discuss this phenomenon in detail in the next section.
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Jury selection can be described as a binomial probability 
distribution in which/ for Anchorage and Fairbanks/ (1) 
the probabilities of sitting on a trial for any one year 
is 0.019 and 0.026 respectively; and (2) the number if  
years subject tc selection is the average age of the 
jurors (39.4 and 38.1) minus the minimum age of selection 
(19) or 20 and 19 years respectively.

Using these parameters in a binomial distribution/ we 
arrive at the probabilities of sitting on a trial 
in Anchorage and Fairbanks (Table 0 1 9 ) .

Table 0 1 9  
Probabilities cf Sitting on 

A Jury Between 19 and 39 Years of Age

Number Times 
Sat on Trial 
in 20 and 19 
Years Anchorage Fairbanks

None 0.6676 0.6088
One 0.2725 0.3033
Two 0.0528 0.0744
Three or More 0.0071 0.0.35

Total 1.0000 1.0000

In Anchorage for example/ over a 20 year period of 
eligibility for jury •’ervice, 67 percent of p r o t e c t i v e  
jurors would not have sat on a jury, 27 percent would 
have served on one jury, five percent on two, and less 
than one percent on more than two.

If we assume that each juror selected for service and 
surviving the qualification process eventually sits on 
at least one trial during his or her period of service, 
then the jury exit questionnaires represent a sample of 
those who have sat on at least one trial. None of the 
jurors responding would then fall in the category of 
never having sat on a trial in 20 and 19 years respective­
ly. Eliminating ther the first row of Table 0 1 9 ,  we 
arrive at the probabilities of prior jury service cor 
those having sat for at least one trial (Table O  
20).



Table C-20 
Probabilities of Prior Service 
For Jurors Having Sat on a Jury

Prior
Service Anchorage Fairbanks

None 0.8198 C .7753
Once Before 0.1588 0.1902
More than Once Before 0.0214 0.0345

Total 1.0000 1.0000

Therefore, for jurors responding to exit questionnaires 
in Anchorage and Fairbanks, we would expect 16 and 19 
percent respectively to have served on jury duty once 
before; and two and three percent respectively to have 
served more than once before. Table C-21 compares these 
expectations to the data extracted from the exit q u e stion­
naires.

Table C-21 
Expected Versus Actual 

Prior Jury Service 
(% of all Jurors Serving)

Anchorage Fairbanks
Prior
Service Expected Actual Expected Actual

Once Before 15.9 13.2 19.0 16.7
More than Once Before 2.1 8.9 3.5 11.1

Total 18.0 22.1 i 2. 5 27.8

Thus we see that a significantly greater percentage of 
jurors in both Anchorage and Fairbanks had served more 
than once before^ Does this mean that the time random­
ness of selection from the master jury list is suspect?

No, I suggest it does not. First of all, in inspecting 
the data more closely, we found for both Anchorage and 
Fairbanks, that those who had served more than once 
before were significantly older than their counterparts.



This correlates with the higher average age of those
responding to the exit questionnaires as compared with 
the total jury master list (see a b o v e ) . It appears, 
then, that from selection to actual serving on a jury, 
there occurs a change in the demography of the pop u l a­
tion. In other words, the qualifications process seems 
to disproportionately weed out those who are younger 
and have never before sat on a j u r y .

This is not surprising. Those who survive the qualifications 
screening process more than once would seem to have a higher 
probability of surviving it once again. They would seem 
not to have requested excusals for hardship, professional 
reasons, etc. They would not have been disqualified for 
not beina a citizen or resident. So, the higher percentage 
of jurors serving more than once before seems the result 
of qualifications screening rather than problems with the 
jury master list.

But there is a method by which we can decrease prior service 
percentages to bring them into line with what we would 
expect with a purely random situation. This is to extend 
the period of time between consecutive jury service. C u r­
rently a person is not eligible for jury service in any 
one year if he or she served the preceding ^jar. If we 
changed this to, for example, not being selected if the 
person has served during the last five years, this 
would (1) decrease the proportion of jurors who have 
had prior service; and, (2) increase the numbers of 
individiuals who have the opportunity to sit on a jury.
As will be seen later, a person's satisfaction with the 
judicial process increases dramatically once he or she 
sits on a trial. It follows then that the more people 
we can offer the opportunity to sit on a trial, the 
more people there are who are satisfied with our system.
On the other side of the picture, decreasing the prior 
service rate will serve to decrease the inconveniences 
of multiple service.

This option would have no effect upon the criteria of 
random selection. There are two types of statistical 
randomness. The first is random selection with replace­
ment, where those selected are placed back on the list 
and have an equal opportunity to be selected the next 
time. The second type is random selection without 
replacement where, once selected, the person is not 
placed back on the list and thus is never selected 
again. We currently place those selected back on the 
list but, if they are randomly selected the next year, 
they are rejected. Whether the reject period is one 
year, five years, or whatever, our rand'* selection 
method is a proper hybrid of the two types discussed 
above.
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We r e c o m m e n d e d , therefore, that once a person has 
completed jury service, he or she not be eligible 
for selection again for five y e a r s .

S u m m a r y :

The three source lists used to form our jury master 
list compliment each other quite well and the c o n t r i­
bution of each list is not overbalanced by the duplicate 
names they contribute. Therefore, all three lists should 
be retained.

The three percent level of possible duplicate names on
the jury master list is quite acceptable and should be
reduced even further on the 1978 list.

The use of more current addresses on the 1977 list should
decrease the number of questionnaires returned by the 
post office.

Evidence does not support the conclusion that Native 
Alaskans as well as other non-caucasians are not 
sufficiently represented on the master jury list through 
the voter's registration source list.

The 1977 jury master list is underrepresented in the 
19 to 24 year age category and overrepresentec n the 
25 to 34 year age category. We will conduct a separate 
analysis to determine if use of the Driver's License 
file as another source list will alleviate this problem.

There appears to be a slight male bias on the 1977 jury 
master list. That bias in acceptable and uncorrectable.

There is no evidence that list coverage is not at least 
the desired 90 percent of the population.

A  significantly greater than expected or desired rate of 
Anchorage and Fairbanks jurors had served more than once 
before. The qualifications process seems to dispropor­
tionately weed out those who are younger and have never 
served before. To correct the prior service problem, 
we recommend that once a person has completed jury service, 
he or she not be eligible for further jury service for 
a period of five years. "’his will increase the numbers 
of people serving totally, and decrease the numbers with 
multiple service.
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D. JURY QUALIFICATION

When a jury pool is requested from Technical O p e r­
ations , the necessary input is prepared for the IBM 
370/135 to select the requested number of jurors from 
the pre-randomized jury master list. At the larger 
courts, self-mailing questionnaires are produced and 
mailed from Anchorage. The questionnaires, if received 
by the prospective jurors, are completed and returned 
to the respective jury clerk. Any requests for excusals 
from or deferral of jury service is made at that time.
If granted by the presiding judge (or the jury clerk, 
if so d e l e g a t e d ) , then the prospective juror is notified 
of his excusal or deferred service date.

There are five categories for exclusion of a juror from 
service at the qualification point:

Undeliverable, when either the juror cannot be 
located (questionnaire returned by post office) 
or the prospective juror is out of the state 
at the time of mailing.

Disqualified, where the prospective juror is 
not qualified for jury duty due to being under­
age, a non-resident, a non-citizen or other 
r e a s o n s .

Exempt, where the jury statute allows a person 
to exempt himself from jury duty if he is in 
certain professional classes such as doctor, 
lawyer, or teacher.

Excused, where the prospective juror finds jury 
duty burdensome for rather permanent reasons such 
as advanced age or child care, and is excused 
from jury serv-'cu for that reason.

Deferred, where there is but a temporary burden 
of service on the prospective juror which can 
be alleviated if the service date is shifted. A 
prime example is that of fishermen with a short 
fishing season who desires to serve during the 
off-season.

Let us discuss each of these exclusions in turn. In 
order to do so, we hive analyzed four months of 1977 
exclusion data from Anchorage and Fairbanks. There was 
no such data available from other courts.

Qualifications:
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U n d e l i v e r a b l e : Tables D-l and D-2 show data for this
category.

Table D-l 
Anchorage Jury Undeliverable

Undeliverable 4 Month Monthly % of
Type  Total Average Total

Returned by Post Office 1423 355.75 81.9
Out of State 314 78.50 18.1

Total 1737 434.25 100.0

% of questionnaires sent 39.5

Table D-2 
Fairbanks Jury Undeliverable

Undeliverable
Type

4 Month 
Total

Monthly
Average

% of 
Total

Returned by Post Office 1764 441.00 85.8
Out of State 293 73.25 14.2

Total 2067 514.25 100.0

% of questionnaires sent 51.7

Forty percent of Anchorage and 52 percent of Fairbanks 
questionnaires were undeliverable. Across the rest of the 
country, the undeliverable rate is rarely more than 30 
percent. We took March questionnaires returned by the post 
office for Anchorage and compared the names against the city 
phone directory. The results for the 301 questionnaires 
reviewed were:

20 could not be compared because the address was 
not applicable to the city directory (e.g., Fort 
Richardson) or the name was incomplete (e.g., P.
S m i t h ) .

47 were in the directory under an address different 
than that on the questionnaire. These are persons 
who have moved within the city of Anchorage.
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75 were women's names whose full name was not in 
the directory, but whose last name was listed at 
least once under a man's name. These are possible 
married women whose phone is listed under a husband's 
name.

On-' man's name was listed under the same address as 
that shown on the questionnaire.

158 names could not be found in the directory. These 
are persons who have moved outside Anchorage rather 
than within Anchorage.

Table D-3 summarizes the undeliverable questionnaires accord­
ing to where the person had appeared to move.

Table D-3 
Undeliverable Questionnaires 

by Move Category

% of
Type of Move Number Total

Within Area 47 22.8
Outside Area 159* 77.2

Total 206 100.0

♦including the one man whose name was listed under the 
same address.

Thus, some 23 percent of the returned questionnaires which 
could be identified to a residence move represented a m o v e­
ment within the city. The undeliverables for this category 
were caused by non-current addresses rather than transience 
of the population. If we assume that this 23 percent would 
also be applicable to the remainder of the questionnaires 
(e.g., names of potential wives whose phone was under the 
husband's name) and to Fairbanks, and that we could somehow 
reach this group, the undeliverable rates in Anchorage and 
Fairbanks would drop to 32 percent and 41 percent respectively. 
These lower figures represent the transient nature of our 
population.

One method of reaching those who move within the jury area 
is to send all returned questionnaires a second time regis­
tered mail with a name search fee. The costs of this 
alternative are shown in Table D-4.



Table D-4
Costs of Sending Returned Questionnaires 

Certified Mail

Cost Per Annual Amount
Cost Type Questionnaire Anchorage Fairbanks Total

Certified Mail 1.50 6,403.50 7,938.00 14,341.50
Name Search 1.00 4,269.00 5,292.00 9,561.00
Postage .13 554.97 687.96 1,242.93
Less Q u e stion­

naire -.40 -1,707.60 -2,116.80 -3,821.03

Total 2.23 9,519.87 11,801.16 21,321.03

The deduction of 40 cents for each questionnaire returned is 
the actual cost of the ready-to-mail questionraj.^'* we use.
The deduction results from the fact that, cruld we reach 
those persons who have moved within the jury area, \>c would 
need to send out fewer total questionnaires per month.

Using certified mail with a name search fee would cost us 
over $21,000 annual identifiable costs in Anchorage and 
Fairbanks. Further costs which are not identifiable include 
stuffing and addressing envelopes, carrying them to the post 
office, and having the certification process performed there. 
The gain would be a decrease in the undeliverable rate from
40 percent to 32 percent in Anchorage and from 52 percent to
41 percent in Fairbanks.

While these decreases would be desirable, we do not believe 
they are worth $21,000 a year plus additional workload on 
the jury clerks. Therefore, we do not recommend use of 
certified mail for those questionnaires returned by the 
post o f f i c e .

A second alternative would be to use the city directory as 
we did. This would decrease the undeliverable rate from 40
to 35 percent for Anchorage and from 52 to 45 percent for
Fairbanks. This would also save some $600 a year in q u e stion­
naire costs. It would take approximately eight hours pro­
cessing per month for each jury clerk in Anchorage and F a i r­
banks. This seems reasonable. Therefore, we recommend that 
all questionnaires returned by the post office be compared 
to the city d i r e c t o r y . When an exact name match is found, 
the questionnaire should be sent again to the new addressT
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The Out-of-State category reflects those who do not 5.tate 
when they will return. They are eligible for subsequent 
selection at a later time.

E x e m p t i o n s :

The exemption rate was only 1.3 percent for Anchorage 
and 1.1 percent for Fairbanks. If exemptions were 
eliminated, we would save only $121 a year in q u e s t i o n­
naires costs and would only negligibly increase cur 
total questionnaire yield rate. However, from a philoso­
phical point of view, it is questionable whether such 
exemptions should be continued. In states such as 
California, Texas, Massachusetts and Maryland they have 
been eliminated. The justifications for elimination 
has been philosophical rather than cost related.

Therefore, we believe it worthwhile to review each of 
our exemptions for possible deletion according to 
national trends. Let us look at each of them in this 
m a n n e r .

A "judicial officer": In many states, federal
judicial officers are not exempt for service on 
state juries. They can be excused or deferred if 
such a request is approved, but they do not auto­
matically qualify for an exemption. State judicial 
officers are not exempted from federal jury service.
It does appear to make sense that state judicial 
officers be exempted from state jury service because 
of the problems of a judge sitting on a jury in a 
fellow judge's court. Therefore, it would appear 
that the judicial exemption in AS 09.20.030 should 
be changed from judicial officer" to ''State judicial 
officer .

"Any other civil officer of the state or United States 
whose duties are at the time inconsistent with his 
attendance or service as a juror." In Massachusetts, 
as an example, the Governor of the state is not exempt 
from jury service. Indeed, he wrote a letter to the 
legislature stating his willingness and desire to 
serve. He and other civil officers of the state can 
request excusal or deferral of service, but they are 
not automatically excluded from service. Given the 
rather liberal excusal and deferred service policies 
discussed below, and the fact that a civil officer's 
busy schedule does not appear to be more justifiable 
than that of, let's say, a ferry pilot, this e x e m p­
tion does not appear justifiable. Therefore, it appears 
that the "civil officer" exclusion should be deleted.
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It must be stressed that the recommendations for deletion 
of this and other exclusions is closely tied to a relatively 
liberal excusal policy, a very liberal defe: uent of service 
policy, and a shorter term of service, all of which are 
recommended later in this section.

"A minister of the gospel or priest of any d e n o m i n a­
tion; a teacher in a u n i v e r s i t y ,  college, academy, or 
school; a practicing physician; a practicing dentist.
These exclusion make even less sense them do the three 
discussed above. Why should these classes be exempted 
when those of optometrists, JPA's, engineers, or sole 
proprietor businessmen are not. Again, given an 
opportunity for excusal or deferral of service, there 
seems to us no justification for an automatic exemption 
for these select "professional" classes. Therefore, 
it appears that the professional exemptions listed in 
AS 09.20.030(4) through ^7) should be d e l e t e d '.

The only exclusion remaining would then be for a state judicial 
officer. Since such officers would still have the opportunity 
to be excused or to have service deferred, and since this sole 
exemption might be viewed as self-serving, we recommend its 
deletion also. Therefore, we recommend that all exemptions 
from jury service as listed~Tn AS 09.20.30 be e l i m i n a t e d .
This would bring us into line with national trends in this 
direction, would eliminate juror dissatisfaction with such 
preferable treatment (as evidenced in exit q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ) , 
and woul seem logical and consistent. All classes whose 
exemption were eliminated would still have the opportunity 
for excusal and deferral of service. And, since an average 
juror serves no more than seven or eight days during his 
or her period of service, these classes would be subject to 
no more hardships than experienced by other professional and 
non-professional classes.

D i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n s :

Tables D-5 and D-6 show data for this category.
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Table D-5 
Anchorage Jury Disqualifications

Disqualification 4 Month Monthly % o:
Type Total Average Totai

Lost Civil Rights 12 3.00 2.8
Deceased 16 4.00 3.8
Non-Citizen 22 5.50 5.2
Previous Service 97 24.25 22.7
Outside 30 Mile Radius 113 28.25 26.5
Under Age 64 16.00 15.0
Non-Resident 99 24.75 23.0
Serving at U.S. District

Court 2 0.50 9.5
Duplicate Questionnaires __2 0.50 0.5

Total 427 106.75 100.0

% of questionnaires mailed 9.7

Table D-6 
Fairbanks Jury Disqualifications

Disqualification
Type

4 Month 
Total

Monthly
Average

% of 
Total

Lost 7ivil Rights 11 2.75 2.1
Deceased 21 5.25 4. f»
Non-Citizen 20 5.00 3.8
Previous Service 218 54.50 41.6
Outside 50 Mile Radius 222 55.50 42.4
Under Age 27 6.75 5.1
Non-Resident __ 5 1.25 0.1

Total 524 131.00 100.0

% of questionnaires mailed 13.1
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The largest categories of disqualification were for 
previous service and for outside the jury area (30 miles 
in Anchorage and 50 miles in F a i r b a n k s ) . Our recently 
revised automated juror system should eventually 
eliminate all those disqualified for prior service. They 
will never be sent a questionnaire. As for the outside 
radius category, our more current address sources should 
reduce this category.

Note that the non-resident category accounted for less than 
one percent of Fairbanks disqualifications and 23 percent of 
Anchorage disqualifications.. We found that this disparity 
represents a difference in philosophy between the courts. 
Anchorage disqualifies prospective jurors who are military 
ct military spouses unless they are Alaska residents or own 
property in tne State; Fairbanks does n o t . There should be~some 
standard statewide policy on this m a t t e r . We recommend that the 
Supreme Court adopt*the Fairbanks policy, since persons in m i l i­
tary service are likely defendants in criminal and civil matters 
brought before the Alaska c o u r t s .

The under age category is somewhat inflated due to computer 
p rogram logic that did not exclude 16 and 17 year olds from 
the Fish and Game list ?rom the jury master list. This will 
be corrected for the 1978 venire list.

E x c u s a l s :

Tables D-7 and D-8 show data for this category.

Table D-7 
Anchorage Jury Excusals

Excusal 4 Month Monthly % of
Type Total Average Total

Child Care 105 26.50 15.6
Hardship 403 100.75 60.0
Medical 137 34.25 20.4
No Transportation 15 3.75 0.6
English Problem 7 1.75 0. *2
Religious Reasons __ 5 1.25 0. *2

Total 672 168.00 100.00

% of questionnaires sent 15.3



Table D-8 
Fairbanks Jury Excusals

Excusal
Type

4 Month 
Total

Monthly
Average

% of 
Total

A dvanced Age 11 2.75 3.1
Civil Officer 8 2.00 2.3
Child Care 11 2.75 3.1
Conscientious Objector 1 0.25 *.3
Leaving Area 65 16.25 18.6
Hardship 85 21.25 24.3
Hearing Loss 15 3.75 4.3
Medical 135 33.75 38.6
No Transportation 19 4.75 5.4

Total 350 87.5 100.0

% of questionnaires sent 8.8

The Anchorage excusal rate was almost twice that of 
Fairbanks. The main categories that differentiated 
Anchorage from Fairbanks were child care and hardship; 
more than three-quarters of Anchorage's excusals. We 
believe these excusals to be tied directly to our 
length of juror service. At 30 days, it is one of the 
highest in the country.

Many regions throughout our country are establishing or 
experimenting with lessor periods of service. There 
are two advantages to be gained by such decreased 
service. First, there is less hardship on the individ­
ual juror and thus the excusal rate for hardship, child 
care, and other reasons decrease. Secondly, more jurors 
have an opportunity for juror service. As will be shown 
later, this circumstance is to be desired.

The ideal for shortening service is the one-day one-trial 
system now an innovation in jury management throughout 
the country. In this system, the juror serves one day 
or one trial, whichever is longer. The logistics of 
this system are considerable, and considering our high 
and largely uncorrectable undeliverable rate, we fear 
implementation of that technique in Anchorage and 
Fairbanks as well as other locations would render 
c h a o s .

However, the high rate of child care and hardship 
excusals in Anchorage does seem to indicate a need to 
decrease service. While a juror there actually only 
serves seven or eight days out of the 30 possible, 
expectations of 30 day service undoubtedly lead to 
more requests for excusals of this type.
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T h e r e f o r e , we recommend an experiment wherein the term of 
service in Anchorage is decreased to two w e e k s . This can 
be done within the provisions of the current statute and 
methods of jury se l e c t i o n . This test should run at least 
six months with a post evaluation concentrating on changes 
in excusal rates and juror at t i t u d e s . If this test proves 
successful then we can expand it to (a) a lessor period of 
service in Anchorage, and/or (b) the same two week period 
of service in Fairbanks and perhapr other court locations. 
Based upon our previous recommendation of eliminating all 
exemptions, this recommendation is critical.

Deferred S e r v i c e :

Table D-9 and D-10 show the rate and range of deferred 
service for the Anchorage and Fairbanks courts.

Table D-9 
Anchorage Deferrals of Jury Service

Months 
That Service 
was deferred

Number of 
Defendants 

in 4 Months
Monthly
Average

% of 
Total

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9

10

109
182
136
100
72
66
62
26
10
1

27.25
45.50
34.00
25.00
18.00
16.50
15.50
6.50
2.50 
0.25

14.27
23.82
17.80
13.09
9.42
8.64
8.12
3.40
1.31
0.13

Total 764 191.00 100.00
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Table D-10 
Fairbanks Deferrals of Jury Service

Months Number
That Service of Deferrals Monthly % of
Was Deferred in 4 Months Average Total

1 17 4.25 3.5
2 118 29.50 24.6
3 78 19.50 16.3
4 71 17.75 14.8
5 69 17.25 14.4
6 51 12.75 10.6
7 35 8.75 7.3
8 17 4.25 3.5
9 6 1.50 1.3

10 4 1.00 0.8
11 4 1.00 0.8
12 4 1.00 0.8

More than 12 __ 6 1.50 1.3

Total 480 120.00 100.0

There was an average of 191 deferrals per month in Anchorac
and 120 per month in Fairbanks. Most of the deferrals were 
for two months. Sixteen percent of Fairbanks deferrals were 
for more than six months compared with 13 percent for Anchorage.

Deferrals require a suspense system, but this will be done 
automatically in the revised automated system. Thus, except 
for processing of the questionnaire, there will be no deferral 
workload on the jury clerks. Deferral of service increases 
juror convenience and thus juror satisfaction. We recommend 
the current jury deferral p r c t i c e s  be continued with necessary 
controls (e.g., no multiple feferrals for any one juror) 
established by the automated system" Based upon our previous 
recommendation of eliminating ail e x e m p t i o n s , thus leniency 
of deferrals is critical.

S u m m o n s :

There is no data available on the number of summons sent and 
those unclaimed, resulting in "no shows'*, or resulting in 
excusals. This data will be available under th*. revised 
automated system.

With the implementation of this system, Anchorage will have 
a combined questionnaire/summons process. This should 
dec. ease the number of questionnaires which require followup 
due to non-submittal. It will also save comp iter processing 
time required to produce summons and questionnaires separately.

4 3



Based upon our experiences in Anchorage/ we will evaluate 
implementation of this combined process statewide.

Juror YipId:

This term refers to the percent of juror3 having been 
sent questionnaires who show up for juror service. 
This yield is computed for Anchorage and Fairbanks in 
Tables D-ll and D-10.

Table D-ll 
Anchorage Yield Computation

Qualification

Number of Questionnaires Sent 
Less:

4400

Undelivered 1737 39.5%
Not Returned 0 0

Total Non-Response 11737) |39.$%

Disqualified 427 9.7%
Exempt 57 1.3%
Excused 672 15.3%

Total Excluded |147o| |3 3. 4 %|

100%

Total Qualified 1507

Qualification Process Yield

Summoning

Number of Summons Sent 
L e s s :

Unclaimed/No Show/ 
Excused 

Total Jurors Serving

Summoning Process Yield

Overall Yield

Qualification
Process
Yield

246
1261

3473%]

128.7%|

34.3%|

1507 100%

16.3%

|g2TT%l

Summoning
Process
Yield

Deferred 
From Previous 

Months

fr377%l

1 7 .4 % |

g u m
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Table D-12 
Fairbanks Yield Computation

Qualification

Number of Questionnaires Sent 
Less:

Undeliverable 
Not Returned

Total Non-Response (2067

Disqualified
Exempt
Excused

Total Excluded 

Total Qualified 

Qualification Process

40 0 0

2 0 6 7 5 1 . 7 %
0 0

2067 5 1 .7%

524 1 3 . 1 %
42 1.1%

350 8.8%

? « l 2 2 . 9%|

1 0 0 %

1017

25.4%

Summoning

Number of Summons Sent 
L e s s :

Unclaimed/No Show/ 
Excused 

Total Jurors Showing
207
810

1017

20.4%

100%

Summoning Process Yield 

Overall Yield

|79.7%

Qualification
Process
Yield

125.4%
Summoning
Process
Yield

79. 7%(

120.2%
Deferred

From
Previous
Months

fl.2.0%1

BT77%

The "Not Returned" category is set to zero because of both 
courts' policy of following up on questionnaires not returned, 
The "Number of Summons Sent" is assumed to be the same as 
"Total Qualified". Under the revised automated system, this 
will surely be true. Summons "Unclaimed/No Show/Excused" was 
derived by subtracting "Total Jurors Showing" from "Number of 
Summons Sent".
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T he yield was 14 percent higher for Anchorage than it was 
for Fairbanks. This is attributable to the larger Fairbanks' 
undeliverable rate for questionnaires. Table D-13 shows 
typical yield rates for other courts throughout the country.

Table D-13 
Court Juror Yield Rates

UNDEUVERABLE 
NOT RETURNED 
EXCLUDED 
QUALIFIED YIELD

COURTS

27
12

27
34

13
33
42
12

27
7
24
42

2

16
42
40

8

15
36
41

12

26
28
34

6

20

45
29

10

SUMMON
DIRECTLY

FROM
MASTER
WHEEL

UNCLAIMED 
NO SHOW 
EXCLUDED 
POSTPONED 
SUMMONING YIELD

22

5
3
3
57

8

8

8

46
30

4
2

16
16
62

3
2

27
5
63

4
4
8

4
80

21

6

11

13
49

1

2

21

13
30

20

10

35
0

18
10

50
0

11

6

49
6

OVERALL YIELD 19 26 25 33 17 B 35 22 28

The term "Master Wheel" is the same as our Jury Master or 
Venire list.

The rates for Anchorage and Fairbanks are quite good by 
comparison, especially when you consider their high and 
uncorrectable undeliverable rate. A  yield goal used 
nationally is 40 percent. However, an increase in our 
yield rates would decrease questionnaire and handling 
costs.

Table D-14 shows the number of questionnaires per month that 
will be saved with implementation of the revised automated 
juror system.
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Table D-14
Decrease in Monthly Questionnaires Expected 

Under Revised Automated System

Category Anchorage Fairbanks Total

Deceased 2.00 2.50 4.50
Previous Service 24.25 54.50 78.75
Outside Radius 4.75 9.50 14.25
Under Age 14,50 6.00 20.50

Total 45.50 72.50 118.00

The fact that a person is deceased will be entered to the
computer via cathode ray tube (CRT) terminal and the deceased 
person will not be selected again. This will eliminate 
"repeat" excusals in this category which we are told are as 
high as 50 percent. With the 17.2 percent of new address 
from AJIS, we hope to improve the "Outside Radius" by that 
percentage. The Jury Master list will be annotated when 
a juror has served and that juror will not be selected again. 
Finally, those under age will automatically be left off the 
jury selection list. We estinu -e some 10 percent will still 
be selected due to age not appearing in all source list 
e n t r i e s .

These system changes will save some $566 in questionnaire 
costs per year. The new yield rates will be 51 percent for 
Anchorage and 40 percent for Fairbanks; jur previous recom­
mendation on checking questionnaires returned from the post 
office against city phone directories should further raise 
these yield rates to about 51 percent and 46 percent r e s­
pectively. The recommendations on deletion of exemptions 
should have little effect on „ iuld rates.

The Anchorage Excusal rate of 15 percent and Total Excluded 
rated of 33 percent could be improved. We recommend some­
what stricter excusal policy in Anchorage to be implemented 
ln conjunction with the two week service t e s t .

Completion of Juror S e r v i c e :

This topic is not normally considered within the qualification 
process, but since we have already discussed the length of 
juror service, it seems appropriate to discuss when juror 
service is considered to be complete.
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Presently, a juror's service is considered to be complete
o n  the day ending the period of service. At the completion
of service, the juror m a y  not have yet sat on a jury or may 
have sat o n  as many as eight or nine juries. Our analysis 
of exit questionnaires completed by Anchorage and Fairbanks 
jurors has led us to consider an alternative to this method
of marking an end to juror service.

Table D-15 shows the number of times the 180 Anchorage
respondents actually sat on trials.

Table D-■15
Anchorage Frequency of Sitting as a Juror

Times Sat Number Percent Cumulate
as Jurors of Jurors of Jurors Percent

0 46 25.6 25.6
1 75 41.7 67.3
2 44 24.4 91.7
3 11 6.1 97.8

More than 3 __ 4 2.2 100.0

Total 180 100.0

There is no way under a code-a-phone system to control the 
completion of the questionnaire coinciding with the completion 
of jury service. Therefore, the data from the above table does 
not represent month-long distribution of service. The 46 
persons who had not yet sat as a juror may have subsequently 
sat later in the month. However, the data from Table D-15 
will be useful in investigating juror attitudes.

One section of the questionnaire queries the juror as to his 
impression of jury service. It reads as follows:

8. After having served, what is your impression of jury 
service? (Answer one)

A. The same as befo r e — favorable

B. The same as before— unfavorable?

C. More favorable than before?

D. Less favorable than before?
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The Anchorage results for this question are shown in 
Table D-16 stratified by the number of times the person 
sat a3 a juror.

Table D-16 
Impressions of Jury Service 

By Times Sat as a Juror

Time Sat 
as Juror

0
1
2

More thcin 2

Same Same
Favorable Unfavorable 

A B

19
27
21
7

7
1

More
Favorable

C

7 
26 
21
8

More
Unfavorable

D

5
4

Total 74 62

Almost all of the jurors questionned in Fairbanks served on 
one trial. Thus this type of analysis can not yet bo done 
for that court. T.ible D-16 shows, that there were no 
unfavorable responses for Anchorage jurors having sat as 
a juror two or more times.

Table D-17 summarizes the favorable and unfavorable responses.

Table D-17 
Type Response by Number of Times 

Sat as Juror

More
Times Sat Favorable % of Favorable % of
as Juror A+C Total C Total

6 26 48.4 1 Id.4
1 53 91.4 26 44.8
2 42 100.0 21 50.0

More than 2 15 100.0 _8 52.3

Total 136 88.9 62 40.5

We see that, for those persons having not yet sat as a juror, 
the percent of favorable responses (A and C) was only 68 
percent and the percent answering "more favorable than before" 
was only 18 percent. The lower rates for this group were 
statistically tested and found to be highly significant.
Thus, a personas impression of jury service increases very 
favorably once he or she sits for the first "time as a j u r o r . 
Continued trial sittings further increase the favorable 
response rate, but only slightly. Curiously, the number of 
times the person was "rejected" from juri service (went to the 
courtroom but was not selected) had no effect upon that person' 
impression of jury service.



In Anchorage, there were enough responses to further 
analyze their 89 percent favorable (A and C) response. 
The only other relationship that correlated to whether 
or not a juror answered favorably was that blue collar 
workers tended to have a less favorable response towards 
jury service (Table D - 1 8 ) .

Table D-18 
Blue Collar Worker 

Impression With Jury Service

Blue Collar Other
Impression # % 1 «

Favorable - Same (A) 8 28.6 69 50.4
Unfavorable - Same (B) 5 17.9 4 2.9
More Favorable (C) 11 39.3 58 42.3
More Unfavorable (D) _4 14.2 __ 6 4.4

Total 28 100.0 137 100.0

Total Favorable 19 67.9 127 92.7

Five of the nine blue collar workers dissatisfied had lost 
pay. But this rnly explained part of their dissatisfaction 
(Table D - 1 9 ) .

Table D-19 
Blue Collar Worker 

Impressions For All Juror Who Had Not Lost Money

Favorable (A+C) 
Unfavorable (B+D)

Total

Favorable Rate

Blue Collar Other

19 127
_4 __7

23 134

82.6 94.8

So money alone was not the reason for dissatisfaction. But 
when we analyze the number of trials in which blue collar 
workers were involved, we see the underlying reason (Table 
D - 2 0 ).

50



Table D-20 
Blue Collar Worker 

Trial Rates

No At Least Trial
Impression Trial One Trial Rate

Favorable 7 15 68.2%
Unfavorable _8 _2 20.0%

Tot 1 15 17 53.1%

Sixty-eight percent of those who were favorable to jury 
service had sat on at least one trial. Only 20 percent 
of those whose impression was unfavorable had sat on a 
trial. Blue collar workers averaged 0.81 trials per juror 
as compared w i t h  1.37 trials for other jurors. This then 
amplifies the conclusion that juror attitudes towards 
jury service improve once the first trial is experienced.
It also shows that blue collar workers seem to have more 
difficulty reaching that first trial.

We r e c o m m e n d , therefore, that the period of juror service 
be considered complete once the juror has sat on and c o m­
pleted one t r i a l , this will

decrease the probabilities of any person selected 
Tor jury duty not serving on a trial (there were 
several negative comments by jurors relating to 
not having had a chance to serve as a j u r o r ) .

increase the numbers of persons selected for jury 
service, serving on one trial, and becoming favorably 
impressed with jury duty (and thus the justice s y s t e m ) . 
The increase would be over 1,000 more citizens serving 
and sitting on trials per year. This is a 20 percent 
increase over current figures.

decrease the time inconveniences of jury duty thus 
reducing reluctance to s e r v e . This should decrease 
our excusal rates.

alleviate the fears of many associated with the justice 
system pertaining to the ^trained" trial jury.
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Summary:

The undeliverable rates for juror questionaires 
are 40 and 52 percent for Anchorage and Fairbanks 
respectively. The use of certified mail for those 
questionnaires returned by the post office would 
decrease these undeliverab? s rates, but at too great 
a cost to the court system. However, we do recommend 
that all questionnaires returned by the post office 
be compared to the city phone directory and, when an 
exact name match is found, the questionnaires be sent 
to the new a d d r e s s . This will decrease the undeliver­
able rates for Anchorage and Fairbanks to 35 and 45 
percent respectively; with an investment of eight hours 
per jury clerk ->er month.

The new lower undeliverable rates of 35 and 45 percent 
are related to the transient nature of Alaska's urban 
population. These rates cannot be further lowered on 
a cost effective basis.

The professional exemptions to jury service listed in 
AS 09.20.30 show very little validity. Therefore, we 
recommend all exemptions be d e l e t e d . Those now exempted 
would still have the opportunity to apply for an excusal 
or deferral of service. Adoption of this recommendation 
would place us in line with national trends to eliminate 
or reduce exemptions from jury service.

Anchorage disqualifies jurors who are military or military 
spouses unless they are Anchorage residents or own property 
in the State. Fairbe.iks considers all military and military 
spouses eligible for jury uty. We recommend that the 
Fairbanks policy be adoptv s t a t e w i d e .

Our 30 day jury service period is among the highest in 
the nations; this leads to higher excusal rates. We 
recommend an experiment wherein the term of jury service 
in Anchorage be decreased to two weeks" This can be done 
within the provisions of the current statute and methods 
of jury selection. This test should run at least six 
months with a post evaluation concentrating on changes in 
excusal rates and juror attitutdes.

We recommend that current lenient juror deferral of service 
be contin* ">d with necessary controls against abuse estab- 
lished by~ the automated s y s t e m ! This recommendation is 
critical to that of eliminating exemptions from jury duty.
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Anchorage juror excusal rate is twice that of Fairbanks.
We recommend a somewhat stricter excusal policy in Anchcrage 
to be implemented in conjunction with the two week service

A person's impression of jury service (and thus of the 
judicial process) increases very fa/orably once he or she 
sits on a jury for the first time. This impression 
increases only slightly on subsequent sittings. We recom­
mend that the period of juror service be considered complete 
nee the juror has sat on and completed one t r i a l . This 

will decrease the probabilities of any person selected not 
having sat on a trial; It will also increase the numbers of 
persons selected for jury service, serving on one trial, and 
thus becoming favorably impressed with jury service. Finally, 
it will decrease the time inconvenineces of jury duty, thus 
reducing reluctance to serve.

Implementation of the above recommendations coupled with 
the implementation of our revised automated system will 
increase questionnaire yield rates from 46 percent to 67 
percent in Anchorage and from 32 percent to about 52 percent 
in Fairbanks. This would bring our yield rates In line with 
national expectations and would save approximately $2,000 
a year in questionnaire costs.
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E . JUROR PAY

Loss of M o n e y :

Our juror surveys showed that 18 percent of those in 
Anchorage and 21 percent of those in Fairbanks lost 
money while serving on jury duty. This is compared to 
a common national objective of less than 10 percent.
The average amount lost was $309 in Anchorage and $228 
in Fairbanks. The average number of hours served for 
those losing money was 12 for Anchorage and Fairbanks. 
Obviously, the recent increase in juror fees from $15 
to $20 will do relatively little to decrease the p e r­
cent losing pay.

All of the Fairbanks jurors queried had favorable 
reactions to jury service. But only two of the fifteen 
losing Day answered that their impression of jury 
service was "more favorable" than before. More than a 
quarter of those not losing pay responded with the 
"more favorable" impression.

This pattern is even more pronounced in Anchorage as 
shown by Table E-l.

Table E-l 
Anchorage Juror Tmpressions

versus Pay Loss

Those Who Those
Impressions Lost Pay Dion'

A Favorable 9 68
B Unfavorable 3 6
C More Favorable 14 55
D More Unfavorable 4 6

Total To 131

A+C Total Favorable 23 123
% Total Favorable 77% 92%

Total

77
9

69
10

16T

146
89%

The percent responding favorably in Anchorage is signi­
ficantly higher for those who did not lose pay. Thus, 
as might be expected, losing money while serving as a 
^uror significantly decreases a person's favorable 
impression of jury service (and possibly of the justice 
system as w e l l ) .
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We must then evaluate different payment strategies for the 
sake of fairness and also to increase juror satisfaction.

Pay D i s t r i b u t i o n s :

Tables E-2 to E-5 show juror pay data available for this 
fiscal year.

Table E-2 
Anchorage Juror Pay

Month
Number
Jurors
Paid

Payment
Amount

Average 
Pay Per 
Juror

Average
Days
Service

July 436 21,187 48.59 3.24
August 513 16,980 33.10 2.21
September 506 22,665 44.79 2.99

December 370 10,860 29.35 1.96
January 539 20,790 38.57 2.57
February 506 16,875 33.35 2.22
April 557 25,845 56.40 3.09

Total 3,427 135,202

Average 489.6 19314.6 39.45 2.63

Table E-3 
Fairbanks Juror Pay

Month
Number
Jurors
Paid

Payment
Amount

Average 
Pay Per 
Juror

Average
Days
Service

July 170 6,360.00 37.41 2.49
August 277 7,860.00 28.38 1.89
September 310 10,282.50 33.17 2.21
October 442 11,533.00 26.09 1.74
November 312 12,397.50 39.74 2.65
December 381 14,983.40 39.33 2.62
January 314 1 5 , j 97.90 49.67 3.31
February 365 8,985.00 24.62 1.64
April 259 4,882.50 18.85 1.26

Total 2,830 93,811.80

Average 314.4 10423.5 33.15 2.21
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Table E-4
Other Third Judicial District Juror Pay

Month
Number
Jurors
Paid

Payment
Amount

Average 
Pay Per 
Juror

Average
Days
Service

July 32 1,005.00 31.41 2.09
August 141 3,330.00 23.62 1.57
September 251 8,520.00 33.94 2.26
October 37 1,815.60 49.07 3.27
December 133 3,060.00 23.01 1.53
January 191 6.622.50 34.67 2.31
February 221 6,495.00 29.39 1.96
April 99 1,640.52 16.57 1.10

Total 1,105 32,788.62

Average 157.9 4684.1 29.67 1.98

Table E-5
Other Fourth Judicial District Juror Pay

Month
Number
Jurors
Paid

Payment
Amount

Average 
Pay Per 
Juror

Average
Days
Service

July 54 757.50 14.03 0.94
August 49 630.00 12.86 0.86
October 23 285.00 12. 39 0.83
November 59 922.50 15.64 1.04
December 133 2,362.50 17.76 1.18
January 26 307.50 11.83 0.79
February 22 247.50 11.25 0.75
April 46 562.50 12.23 0.82

Total 412 6,075.00

Average 51.6 759.38 14.75 0.98
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These are the only locations operating on the automated juror 
payment system and thus the only ones for which we have data. 
Some of the monthly accounting reports could not be located, 
thus explaining some months not being represented in the above 
tables.

For the courts shown above, Table E-6 shows a distribution 
of the number of days service paid for during the first part 
of this calendar year. This distribution is based on two 
months data.

Table E-6 
Days of Service Di Ttribution

Days of 
Service

A n c h o r­
age

F a i r­
banks

Other
3rd

District

Other 
4 th 

District Total
% of 
Total

C u m u­
lative

%

1/2 189 202 197 41 629 2^.8 25.8
1 176 165 129 68 538 22.1 47.9
1 1/2 77 54 46 12 189 7.8 55.7
2 83 62 63 10 218 9.0 64.7
2 1/2 76 38 43 - 157 6.5 71.2
3 81 28 34 5 149 6.1 77.3
3 1/2 42 26 10 - 78 3.2 80.5
4 39 39 19 - 97 4.0 34.5
4 1/2 14 23 19 - 56 2.3 86.8
5 18 19 14 - 51 2.1 88.9
5 1/2 9 22 12 - 43 1.7 90.6
6 37 11 7 - 55 2.3 92.9
6 1/2 18 10 8 - 36 1.5 94.4
7 20 5 4 - 29 1.2 95.6
7 1/2 5 4 2 - 11 0.5 96.1
8 8 8 2 - 18 0.7 96.8
8 1/2 10 - 2 - 12 0.5 97.3
9 4 - 2 - 6 0.3 97.6
9 1/2 6 2 1 - 9 0.4 98.0

10 6 2 - - 8 0.? 98.3
More than 1C 28 14 4 - 46 1.7 100.0

Total 946 734 618 137 2435 100.0
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Almost half the jury payments were for one day or less. Over 
three quarters of the payment were for three or less days. 
Those serving one day or less accounted for 15 percent of 
total juror costs. Those serving three days or less accounted 
for 42 percent of total juror costs.

Incremental Payment P l a n :

Massachuetts has implemented a juror pay plan whereby no one 
is paid for juror service for the first three days and then 
all are paid $40 a day thereafter. The philosophy of this 
plan is that (1) jury service is a public duty; and (2) when 
a -juror is really inconvenienced, (e.g., long trial), the 
pay he receives shoulc be high enough to prevent serious 
financial losses. The additional funds required for compensa­
ting these long-term jurors is financed from the amounts 
previously paid for the first three days.

Because of parking problems in Anchorage and Fairbanks, 
it would seem unfair to implement that strategy in Alaska 
without some modification. T.et us assume that, instead of 
no payment, a juror received five dollars a day to cover 
parking expenses. Table E-7 shows projected annual state­
wide jury costs for plans calling for five dollars a day 
for the first :„wo or three days, then from $20 to $50 
thereafter.

Table E-7
Projected Jury Costs With Incremental Payment 

Subsequent Daily Payment

Strategy $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

$5 1st two 
days

$5 1st 
three days

343,670

238,295

413,228

271,127

472,282

303,953

536,590

336,779

600,893

369,610

665,201

402,436

729,504

435,787

Thus, if we paid jurors only five dollars a day for the first 
two days, then $40 a day thereafter, our projected costs 
would be $600,893. If we paid only five dollars a day for the 
first three days, then $40 a day thereafter, our costs would 
decrease to $369,610.
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Petit juror costs were $587,604 in 1976. W i t h  the new $20 a 
day fee, this figure is projected to rise to $783,452 in 1977. 
Using this figure and the data from Table E-7, we can compute 
expected savings in juror fees using the above incremental 
payment plans (Table E - 8 ) .

Table E-8
Projected Annual Savings With Incremental Payments 
Subsequent Daily Payment ($5 First Two/Three Days)

Strategy $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

$5 1st two 
days

$5 1st 
three days

442,782

548,147

374,224

515,325

304,170

482,499

249,862

450,073

185,559

416,842

121,251

384,016

56,948

350,665

Thus, if we paid $5 for the first two days and $50 a day 
thereafter, we would still save almost $57,000 a year in 
petit juror fees. We do not want to save money at the 
expense of our jurors. Therefore, we seek a "Robin Hood" 
approach where we merely redistribute our costs so as to 
better compensate those jurors who are greatly inconven­
ienced by long periods of actual service. Yet, to increase 
the supplemental pay per day beyond $50 seems intuitively 
to place too great an incentive to serve as a juror for low 
income or unemployed persons.

Let us then examine what the savings would be if we increased 
the payment for the first two or three days from $5 to $10 
Table E - 9 ) .

Table E-9 
Projected Annual Savings 

With Incremental Paymei ts ($10 First Two/Three Days)
Subsequent Daily Payment

$20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50

1st two 
days

1st three 
days

352,702

458,077

284.144

425.145

214,090

392,419

159,782

359,993

91,265

326,762

31,171

293,936

-33,132

260,585
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At $10 the first two days and $45 thereafter, we r e a o  the 
closest point to breaking even. But we still save $31,000 
a year.

Massachusetts' plan for no payment the first three days, 
then $40 a day thereafter, is being tested in Cambridge.
The original test was scheduled for Boston, but it was moved 
because of apprehension of public disfavor in that city. We 
recommend that we observe the results of the Massachusetts 
test and, based upon its results, consider s o m e t i m e“in 1978 
the adoption of an incremental payment plan such those 
(STscussed a b o v e .

Payment to State E m p l o y e e s :

In all but the Juneau trial court, we currently mail warrsi s 
for payment of service to all jurors including State employees. 
State employees m u s t  then mail the warrant to the Executive 
branch in Juneau where it is deposited in the general fund.
This practice results in increased handling time for the court 
system and in Juneau. In addition, funds originally placed in 
the budget of the court system end up in the executive branch. 
Some six percent of Anchorage jurors responding to exit q u e s­
tionnaires were State employees. If this percent were appr o x i­
mately true statewide, the amounts of jury funds transferred 
between branches of government would be as high as $36,000 
a y e a i .

In Juneau, the areawide administrator has implemented a policy 
wherein a State employee is not paid for his jury service unless 
he or she requests it for a specific reason (e.g., leave was 
taken for jury s e r vice). W e recommend that the Juneau policy 
be implemented s t a tewide, thus reducing our budget for ]ury 
coots by some $3^,000 and eliminating the paperwork processing 
required of State employees and the executive branch.

Su m m a r y :

Losing money while serving as a juror significantly 
decreases a person's favorable impression of jury 
rervice (and possibly of the justice system as w e l l ) .

. asaohusetts has implemented an incremental payment 
plan whereby the juror receives nothing for the first 
three day3 of service, then $40 a day thereafter. This 
plan is being tested in Cambridge.
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Of the possible incremental payment plans we could 
implement in Alaska, we prefer $10 a day for the 
first two days, then $45 a day thereafter. This is 
a more liberal plan than that of Massachusetts; yet 
we would still save $31,000 a year if it were imple­
mented.

We recommend that we observe the results of the 
Massachusetts test and, based upon its results, c o n­
sider sometime in 1978 the adoption of incremental 
payment plan such as the one mentioned above.

In all locations but Juneau, we presently distribute 
warrants to State employees for jury service. They 
then return them to the Executive branch in Juneau. 
Besides the extra processing involved, this causes 
a $36,000 inflation in our budget for jury costs.
We recommend statewide adoption of the Juneau policy 
whereby State employees would not be paid for jury 
service unless there are special c i r c u m s t a n c e s .



APPENDIX A

LOGIC FOR ELIMINATING DUPLICATE NAMES

Jury File

The Jury File is composed of records from three sources: (1) Voters 
Registration, (2) Fishing and Hunting Licenses, (3) Income Tax. There 
are identifiers in each file that are used to match and eliminate 
duplicate records.

ELEMENT VOTERS FISH AND GAME INCOME 1

Last Name YES YES YES
First Name YES YES NO
First Initial YES YES YES
Middle Initial YES YES YES
Date of Birth YES YES NO
Soc. Sec. Number YES YES YES
Mailing Address YES YES YES

It would appear that Social Security Number could be used to match 
the three files and eliminate duplicates, however tnis is not true 
because Social Security Number is not a required element in the Voters 
and Fish and Game files and spouses on the Income Tax File are not 
required to have a Social Security Number. Approximately 24% of the 
combined records do not contain Social Security Number.

Therefore the followin' procedure is used to eliminate duplicate 
r e c o r d s :

1 Match all files by Social Security Number and Last Name or 
First Initial. Approximately 3,000 records have the same 
Social Security Number but are different individuals. If 
the Last Name is the same or the First Initial is the same,
the record is merged. This allows for women changing their
Last Name through marriage during the year.

2. The Income Tax file is matched to the Drivers file by Social
Security Number, Last Name and First Initial. On any matching
record, the complete First Name and Date of Birth is transferred 
from the Drivers File to the Income Tax File.

3. The merged files are sorted to Last Name, First Name, Date of
Birth and the numeric digits of Mailing Address. Duplicates are 
eliminated by the following elements:

A. Last Name, First Name, Date of Birth.
B. Last Name, First Name, Address Numeric Digits.
C. Last Name, First Name, 7 of the 9 digits of the Social

Security Number.
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4. Experience has shown that Social security Number is not a valid 
identifier, even if present, because of transpositions of number 
and individuals using another person's number. Therefore, na.re, 
date of birth an<-J the mailing address fields are also used to 
eliminate d u p l i e s c e s .

5. Each record type contains a date that is used to determine which 
address is the latest. However, the Voters File date is
the original date of registration and not the last address 
change date. Therefore, in most cases where records match 
the Voters File, the Voters File address field is not used 
unless it is a recent registration.
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APPENDIX B 

COMPUTER RANDOMIZATION TECHNIQUE

Enclosure 1 

Random Number Generator For Jury Selection

The random number generation programs provided by IBM are based 
on the power-residue menthod. Each random number is set to the 
remainder obtained by dividing successive powers of the starting 
number by 2b where b is the number of bits in one computer word.
(Xn [mod 2b ], n = 1, 2, 3,...). See IBM manual GC20-8011-0.

The power-residue method as well as the center square method and 
the Fibonacci Series method are not satisfactory for jury selection 
since they repeat without generating all of the integers within their 
range. If a power residue method were allowed to continue it could 
repeat after selecting only one fourth of the persons on the list.
The following rule for generation of numbers is proposed because it 
produces all the numbers within its range before r e l a t i n g :  Draw
some starting number, then always set the next number equal to the 
remainder obtained by dividing 5 times the last number plus 7 by 2^ 
where b is chosen so that 2b is larger than the number of persons on 
the court's list, (2b means 2 multiplied by itself b times). Numbers 
generated that fall outside the sequence numbers of the court would 
be ignored. This rule will generate all the numbers from 0 through 
2b - l .

E x a m p l e :

Suppose we want to 3elect 8 persons from a list of 25 
"b" can be set to 5 since 2 5 = 32 which is larger than 
25. Also suppose we draw "7" as a starting number.
The above rule will produce all numbers from 0 through 
31 (2b - 1 = 31). Since there are 25 persons on the list 
when a number from 26 to 31, or 0 is produced it will not 
be used. Although normally we would stop after selecting 
the 8 prospective jurors, this example is continued to 
show that all numbers between 0 and 31 would be produced 
before the sequence repeats.

1 7  In this case with b = 5, our rule becomes:
2 10 Obtain the next random number as the remainder
3 25 of 5 times the last number plus 7 divided by
4 4 32. The second number 10 is obtained as the
5 27 remainder of 5 x 7 + 7  or 42 divided by 32.
6 14 Note that jurors are not selected using numbers
7 13 26 through 31 since there are only 25 persons on
8 8 the list.
9 15

10 18
11 1
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12 12
13 3 Prospective juror #1 is 7th on the list
14 22 Prospective juror #2 is 10th on the list
15 21 Prospective juror #3 is 25th on the list
16 16 Prospective juror #4 is 4th on the list
17 23 Prospective juror #5 is 27th on the list
18 26 Prospective juror #6 is 14th on the list
19 9 Prospective juror #7 is 13th on the list
20 20 Prospective juror #8 is 8th on the list
21 11
22 30 If we had started with 9 as our starting
23 29 number, the prospective jurors would
24 24 be the 9th, 20th, 11th 24th, 2nd, 17th,
25 31 19th and 6th persons on the list.
26 2
27 17
28 28
29 19
30 6
31 5
32 0 Repeat Point
33 7
34 10
35 25
36 4

If we had set "b" to a larger number (7), the computer would pro­
duce random numbers over a larger range. (0 through 127) More 
computer time would be spent discarding numbers that are larger 
than any sequence number. It is suggested that the computer set 
b to the smallest integer such that 2^ is greater than the number 
of jurors on the file. Different values of b would slightly change 
the order of selection, but would not affect the probability of a 
given person being selected.

In summary we repeat the proposed procedure:

1. Specify how many people are to be selected and for which 
co»’rt, they are to be selected.

2. Draw the starting random number. It is suggested that this 
be done by the Presiding Judge for the court location requir­
ing jury selection.

3. The computer will select the smallest value of L so that 2b 
is greater than the number of persons on that court's list.
2“ means 2 multiplied by itself b times. 2 3 equals 2 x 2 x 2  
or 8.

4. The computer repeatedly generates random numbers by setting 
the next random number equal to the remaining obtained by 
dividing 5 times the last number plus 7 by 2®.

5. The prospective juror is the person whose sequence number 
corresponds to the random number.

66



Random number not corresponding to a sequence number are used in 
obtaining the next random number but do not select a person.
Computer print-outs of the sequence: Ro,...., Rn-i/ 5 (Rn - i + 7 )
(MOD 2 ^ ) R2^-l are available for values of b from 1 through 
17. With b = 17 numbers are generated in the range 0-131, 071. 
Presently 17 is the largest value we would use for b, since the 
largest court jury list contains 98, 295 names. The computer lists 
show that all the integers from 0 through 2b -l are generated.

The proposed random number generator can be visualized as producing 
a circle of juror sequence numbers in haphazard order. Selection of 
a starting number gives a starting point on the circle. The p r o s­
pective jurors are those people whose sequence numbers fall along 
the circle from the starting point.

The probability of a person being selected using the proposed com­
puter system is the same as his probability of being selected in a 
hand-drawing. In randomly hand drawing m  people from a total of n 
people, the probability of any one person being drawn is m  divided 
by n (m/n). Using the proposed computer system the probability of a 
person being drawn equals the probability that any of the u  numbers 
proceding and including his number on the circle are drawn os the 
starting number. The probability that any of these m  numbers is drawn 
as a starting number is m divided by n. (m/n), as long as the box 
from which the starting number is drawn contains the n sequence 
numbers of the people on the court list. Thus the probability of a 
person being selected when m prospective jurors are to be drawn from 
n people is m/n whether the drawing is done by hand or by the p r o­
posed computer system.
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APPENDIX C

DETAILED DEMOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION FROM JURY MASTER LIST

Anchorage Source List 
Female Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 6.1

19-20 1,960 3.4 6.2
21-24 7,538 14.1 14.7
25-34 19,003 35.6 31.2
35-44 11,408 21.3 23.3
45-54 7,839 14.7 15.9
55-64 4,163 7.8 6.4
65 and over 1,585 3.1 2.3

Total 53,496 100.0 100.0
Average 37.2 36.6

No Age 327 Median 34.1 34.3

Fairbanks Source List 
Female Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 8.3

19-20 643 3.6 8.6
21-24 2,765 15.5 18.4
25-34 6,634 27.1 31.6
35-44 3,486 19.5 19.9
45-54 2,376 13.3 13.2
55-64 1,410 7.9 5.9
65 and over 571 3.1 2.4

Total 17,885 100.0 100.0
Average 36.7 35.1

No Age 161 Median 33.3 32.3
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Juneau Source List

Female Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 4.2

19-20 233 3.5 4.3
21-24 840 12.5 10.0
25-34 2,253 33.5 26.7
35-44 1,325 19.7 22.1
45-54 976 14.5 19.0
55-64 697 10.4 11.4
65 and over 411 5.9 6.5

Total 6,735 100.0 100.0
Average 39.0 40.8

No Age 75 Median 35.3 39.1

Rest of State Source List 
Female Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 2.

19-20 1,308 3.4 5.4
21-24 4,894 12.8 11.8
25-34 12,262 31.9 28.4
35-44 7,808 20.3 21.6
45-54 5,846 15.2 16.7
55-64 4,018 10.5 10.0
65 and over 2,252 5.9 6.1

Total 38,388 100.0 100.0
Average 39.3 39.5

No Age 317 Median 35.6 37.0
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Total State Source List

Female Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 6

19-20 4,144 3.6 6.2
21-24 16,037 13.8 13.9
25-34 40,152 34.5 30.0
35-44 24,027 20.6 22.2
45-54 17,037 14.6 15.0
55-64 10,288 8.8 7.8
65 and over 4,819 4.1 4.0

Total 116,504 100.0 100.0
Average 37.8 37.6

No Age 880 Median ; 1.4 35.0

Anchorage Source List 
Male Age Distribution

\
\

A^e
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 6

19-20 2,915 4.2 6.2
21-24 9,486 13.7 17.3
25-34 24,051 34.7 28.1
35-44 15,137 21.9 23.7

' 45-54 10,160 14.7 15. 8
55-64 5,644 8.2 6.6
65 and over 1,862 2.6 2.3

Total 69,255 100.0 100.0
Average 37.2 35.8

No Age 290 Median 34.3 . 33.8



Fairbanks Source List

Male Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970
Census
Percent 11.7

19-20 1,064 3.7 12.1
21-24 4,084 14.3 27.1
25-34 10,693 37.3 25.8
35-44 5,808 20.3 17.3
45-54 3,900 13.6 10.6
55-64 2,224 7.8 5.4
65 and over 887 3.0 1.7

Total 28,660 100.0 100.0

No Age
Average 36.8 
Median 33.6

32.8
25.4

A

/

Juneau Source List 
Male Age Distribution

Age
Category

Number Percent 
of Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 4.0

19-20 354 4.5 4.1
21-24 914 11.5 7.9
25-34 2,644 33.2 26.5
35-44 1,645 20.7 23.0
45-54 1,207 15.2 19.0
55-64 748 9.4 13.3
65 and over 451 5.5 6.2

Total 7,963 I 00.0 100. g
Average 38.8 41.5

No Age 70 Median 35.4 29.0



R e s t  o f  S t a t e  S o u r c e  L i s t
M a l e  A g e  D i s t r i b u t i o n

Age
Category

Number Percent 
o f Tota l

1970
Census
Percent

19-20 1,623 2.9 8.421-24 7,056 12.7 15.925-34 17,481 31.5 2 r.7
35-44 11,697 21.1 21.545-54 8,527 15.4 10.755-64 5,722 10.3 10.3
65 and over 3,364 6.1 6.5
Total 55,470 100.0 100.0

Average 39.5 37.9
No Age 298 Median 26.4 34.6

Total State Source L is t  
Male Age D is tr ib u tio n

Age
Category

Number Percent 
o f Total

1970 
Census 
Percent 7.6

19-20 5,956 3.7 7.9
21-24 21,540 13.4 18.2
25-34 54,869 34.0 27.1
35-44 34,287 21.3 21.7
45-54 23,794 14.8 13.2
55-64 14,338 8.9 8.1
65 and over 6,564 3.9 3.8

Total 161,348 100.0 100.0
Average 37.9 36.6

No Age 823 Median 34.7 33.8
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Juneau Source L is t  
Sex D is tr ib u tio n

Sex Number Percent 
o f Total

1970
Census
Percent

Female 6,926 45.8 49.1
Male 8,210 54.2 50.1

Total 15,136 100.0 100.0

No Sex Code 1,145

Rest o f State Source L is t  
Sex D is trib u tio n

Sex Number Percent 
o f Total

1970
Census
Percent

Female 39,359 40.6 42.4
Male 57,570 59.4 58.6

Total 96,929 100.0 100.0

No Sex Code 10,634

Tota l State Source L is t
Tota l Age D is tr ib u tio n

1970
Sex Number Percent Census

o f Total Percent

Female 119,456 41.8 44.1
Male 166,140 58.2 56.9

Total 285,596 100.0 100.00

No Sex Code 28,691
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A n c h o r a g e  S o u r c e  L i s t
S ex D i s t r i b u t i o n

Sex Number Percent 
o f Total

1970
Census
Percent

Female 54,803 43.6 46.8
Male 71,003 56.4 53.2

Tota l 125,806 100.0 100.0

No Sex Code 11,649

Fairbanks Source L is t  
Sex D is tr ib u tio n

Sex Number Perc n t 
o f Total

1970
Census
Percent

Female 18,368 38.5 39.5
Male 29,357 61.5 60.5

Total 47,725 100.0 100.0

No Sex Code 5. 2 6 3.
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APPENDIX D 

THE ALASKA JURY STATUTE
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§ 09.20.010 Code of Civil Procedure § 09.20.020

Chapter 20. Trial.
A rtic le
1. J u ro rs  (§§ 09.20.010— 09.20.100)
2. W itn e sse s (§§ 09.20.110—00.20.180)

Article 1. Jurors.

Section Section
10. Q ua lif ic a tio n  o f ju r o r s  60. U se o f ju r y  box
20. D ii qu a lif ica tio n  o f ju r o r s  70. P ub lic  d raw in g  fo r  ju ro r s  fo r
25. L im ita t io n  on ju r y  se rv ic e  panel
30. E xem p tio n s 80. J u r y  pane l
40. Com p liance w ith  s ta tu te  90. Im p an e lin g  the t r ia l  ju r y
50. J u r y  l i s t  100. V e rd ic ts

Sec. 09.20.010. Qualification of jurors. A  person is qualified to 

act as a juror if he is

(1) a citizen of the United States;

(2) a resident of the state;

(3) at least 19 years of age;

(4) of sound mind;

(5) in possession of his natural faculties; and

(6) able to read or speak the English language. (§ 2.01 ch 101

S L A  1962; a m  § 3 ch 245 S L A  1970)

Crons re fe rence . — See C iv . R. enees.— 31 Am . J u r . , J u r y , §5 67 to
47(c). 101, 121 to  145.

L e g is la t iv e  com m ittee  -eport. —  U n fa m il ia r i ty  w ith  E n g lis h  aa af-
Chnp tcr 245, SLA  1970 (H CSSB  399 fe c t in g  com petency o f ju ro r , 34 h LR
am H ), w as id en tic a l to  CSHB 406 194
(Ju d .) . F o r repo rt on CSH B 406 E ffe c t o f ex c lu s io n  o f women from
(Ju d .) , see 1970 House Jo u rn a l Sup- ju r y  l is t ,  52 A L R  922.
p le n e n t No. 6. In te llig e n c e  o r c h a ra c te r te s t  o f

To define the q u a lif ic a tio n  o f ju ro r s  q u a lif ic a tio n s  o f ju ro r , 126 A LR  507.
and p rescr ib e  th e mode o f th e ir  se- R e lig io u s  te s t  o f q u a lif ic a tio n s  o f
lection  is  a r ig h t f u l su b je c t o f legis- ju ro r , 126 A L R  526.
la t io n . T ynan  v . U n ited  S ta te s , 297 L o y a lty  te s t  o f q u a lif ic a tio n s  o f
F 177 (9th C ir .), c e r t , den ied , 266 ju ro r . 126 A LR  529.
U.S. 604. 45 S. C t. 91, 69 L . Ed . 463 W omen a s ju ro r s , 157 A LR  561.
(1924). D ea fn ess o f ju ro r  as g ro un d  fo r

Quoted in C ity  o f K o tzebue  v . Ipa- im peach ing v e rd ic t;  w a iv e r  o f ob-
look. Sup. C t. Op. No. 688 ( F i le  No. je c tio n  th e re to , 15 ALR2d 534, 537. 
1033), 462 P.2d 75 (1969). 50 C .J.S . J u r ie s  SS 134 to  162.

Am . J u r ., A LR  and C J .S . refer-

Sec. 09.20.020. Disqualification of jurors. A  person is ^quali­

fied to act as a juror if he

(1) has served as a juror in the state within one year of hi* 

time of examination for service;

(2) has been convicted of a fe'ony and his civil rights have not 

been restored. (§ 2.02 ch 101 S L A  1962)

C ross re fe rence . —  See C iv . R . ca tio n  re su lt in g  from  co nv ic tion  o f
47(c). c r im e  as ap p lica b le  in ca se  o f con-

A LR  and C .J .S . re fe re n ce s .— Crim- v ic tio n  in fe d e ra l co u rt o r co u r t o f
inn l ch a rge  o r conv ic tion  a s  d isqua li-  ano th e r s ta te , 135 A L R  1493.
fy in g  ju ro r , 126 A L R  518. G ove rn in g  law s as to ex is ten ce  o r

Rem ova l b y  e x e cu tiv e  o f d isqua iif l-  ch a ra c te r o f o ffense fo r  w hich one
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has been conv ic ted  in  a fe d e ra l co u rt 50 C .J.S . J u r ie s  §§ 153, 154. 
o r c o u r t o f ano th e r s ta te ,, a s  b e a r in g  
upon d isq u a lif ic a t io n  to  s i t  on ju r y ,
175 A L R  805.

Sec. 09.20.025. Limitation on jury service. No person m a y  be re­

quired to serve more than three months as a juror during any con­

secutive two-year period. However, if a person is serving as a juror 

at the conclusion of the three months period, he shall complete the 

trial then in progress. (§ 1 ch 147 S L A  1968)

L e g is la t iv e  com m ittee  repo rt.— F o r *48 am  S ) , see 1968 House Jo u rn a l, 
repo rt on ch. 147, SLA  1968 (CSHB 497.

Sec. 09.20.030. Exemptions. A person may claim exemption and 

may be excused from service as a juror if it is shown that jury 

service will cause him to suffer material injury or destruction to 

his property or to the property entrusted to him. or if his health, 

the health or proper care of his family, or the sickness or death 

of a member of his family makes it necessary for him to be ex­
cused. or if he is

(1) a judicial officer;

(2) any other civil officer of the state or United States whose 

duties are at the time inconsistent with his attendance or service 
as a juror;

(3) an attorney;

(4) a minister of the gospel or priest of any denomination,

(5) a teacher in a university, college, academy, or school;

(6) a practicing physician;

(7) a practicing dentist. (§ 2.03 ch 101 S L A  1962. a m  § I ch 8 
S L A  1964)

Crow* re fe ren ce .—See C iv. R . 47. officers as ju ro r s  in c r im in a l ca se s .
ALU  and C J .S . re fe ren ces. —  Po- 110 A LR  1183. 

lice  o fficers o r o th e r 'aw  en fo rcem en t 50 C.J.S. J u r ie s  § 153
Sec. 09.20.040. Compliance with statute. The selection of jurors 

shall be made in substantial compliance with the following pro­

visions. A  failure in substantial compliance which prejudices the 

rights of a party is reversible error. (§ 2.04 ch 101 S L A  1962)

C ross re fe ren ce .—See C iv. R . 47.

Sec. 09.20.050. Jury list, (a) At such times as need may require, 

but not later than March 15 of each year, the administrative di­

rector of courts shall prepare for each judicial district a list of tne 

names of the residents of the district w h o  are qualified by Inw for 

jury service. If the superior court is located in different cities in 

the same judicial district, the administrative director shall prepare 

for each location of the court a list of the names of the qualified 

residents of that portion of the district considered by him to be 

appropriate.

(b) The jury list shall be based on a list of all persons w h o  pur-
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